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Enclosed  for  your  review  is  the  Proposed  Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PRMP/FEIS).  This 
document  is  a culmination  of  the  Bureau's  planning  process  for  the  3.4  million 
acres  of  public  land  within  the  Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Planning  Area  in  the 
Las  Vegas  and  Battle  Mountain  Districts,  Nevada. 

The  FEIS  has  been  printed  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  regulations,  and  should  be  used  in  conjunction  with  the  Esmeralda-Southern 
Nye  Draft  RMP/EIS  (INT  DRMP/EIS  84-60). 

The  final  document  consists  of  a summary;  management  prescriptions;  revisions, 
additions  and  errata;  and  an  expanded  public  participation  section  containing 
comments  and  responses  to  the  Draft. 

A formal  protest  period  of  30  days  will  extend  until  November  4,  1985. 

Comments  will  be  considered  in  the  decision-making  process.  Protests  must  be 
made  in  writing  to  the  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  18th  and  C 
Streets,  N.W. , Washington,  D.C.  20240. 

Wilderness  recommendations  in  this  plan  are  preliminary  and  are  not  subject  to 
protest  at  this  time.  A separate  legislative  final  environmental  impact 
statement  for  wilderness  will  be  prepared  as  required  by  Bureau  Wilderness 
Study  Policy. 

After  the  30-day  protest  period,  a record  of  decision  will  be  issued.  Approval 
shall  be  withheld  on  any  portion  of  the  plan  under  protest  until  the  final 
action  has  been  completed  on  such  protest.  The  record  of  decision  will  be 
issued  in  several  months. 
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The  proposed  resource  management  plan  is  the  long-range  plan  to  manage  3.4 
million  acres  of  public  land  within  the  Esmeralda— Southern  Nye  Planning  Area. 
The  plan  has  been  prepared  in  response  to  Sections  202  and  603  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  that  requires  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  develop  land  use  plans  for  the  public  lands  and  to  study  the 
suitability  of  certain  lands  for  wilderness  designation.  An  integral 
environmental  impact  statement  assesses  the  environmental  consequences  of  the 
plan. 

This  document  is  both  the  proposed  resource  management  plan  and  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement.  The  final  resource  management  plan  will  be 
approved  by  the  State  Director  and  published  in  a record  of  decision  following 
public  review  of  this  document.  Wilderness  recommendations  in  the  plan  are 
preliminary  and  subject  to  change  during  administrative  review.  A separate 
legislative  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  wilderness  has  been 
prepared  as  required  by  the  Bureau's  Wilderness  Study  Policy. 

For  further  information  contact:  Stephen  Mellington,  Project  Manager,  Bureau 

of  Land  Management,  P.0.  Box  26569,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89126  or  telephone 
(702-388-6403) . 

Date  this  final  statement  was  made  available  to  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  and  to  the  Public:  October  4,  1985. 
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SUMMARY 


SUMMARY 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is 
proposing  to  implement  a Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  the 
Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Planning  Area. 
This  RMP  area  contains  portions  of  two 
different  resource  areas  in  two 
different  districts.  To  aid  in  the 
development  as  well  as  the  readability 
of  the  plan,  the  RMP  area  was 
subdivided  into  two  discrete  areas. 
Planning  Area  A is  the  area  managed  by 
the  Tonopah  Resource  Area  out  of  the 
Battle  Mountain  District  and  includes 
all  of  Esmeralda  County  and  that 
portion  of  Nye  County  west  of  the 
bombing  range  down  to  approximately 
six  miles  south  of  Beatty.  Planning 
Area  B is  the  area  managed  by  the 
Stateline  Resource  Area  of  the  Las 
Vegas  District  and  includes  the 
remainder  of  southern  Nye  County  (see 
Location  Map). 

The  RMP  is  designed  to  provide  overall 
management  direction  for  those 
resources  or  uses  found  on  public 
lands  in  the  RMP  area.  The  five 
alternatives  analyzed  in  the  document 
were  developed  around  the  three  issues 
identified  during  scoping.  An 
environmental  impact  statement 
analyzes  the  effects  of  implementing 
the  five  alternatives  and  is  an 
integral  part  of  this  document.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  has  been 
selected  as  the  Proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

PLANNING  ISSUES 

The  following  three  resource 
management  issues  are  addressed  in  the 
alternatives . 

ISSUE  1:  WILDERNESS 

What  wilderness  study  area  (WSAs)  or 
portions  of  WSAs,  if  any,  should  be 
designated  as  wilderness? 


ISSUE  2:  LAND  TENURE  AND  UTILITY 

CORRIDORS 

What  public  lands  should  be  disposed 
of  to  enhance  management  or  provide 
for  urban/suburban  expansion  within 
the  RMP  area? 

Should  utility  and  planning  corridors 
be  designated  and,  if  so,  how  many  and 
where? 

ISSUE  3:  RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT 

How  should  the  RMP  area  be  managed  for 
livestock  use,  wild  horse  and  burro 
use,  and  wildlife  habitat? 

ALTERNATIVES 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE/PROPOSED 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

This  alternative  strives  to  balance 
competing  demands  by  providing  for 
production  of  needed  goods  and 
services,  while  protecting  important 
environmental  values.  It  reflects 
changes  from  the  draft  based  on  public 
and  State  Government  review. 

NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  represents  a 
continuation  of  present  resource 

management  and  use  levels. 

ALTERNATIVE  A 

This  alternative  emphasizes  livestock 
production,  wildlife  numbers,  land 
disposals,  and  utility  and  planning 
corridor  designations.  It 

de-emphasizes  wilderness  values  and 

reduces  wild  horse  and  burro  numbers. 

ALTERNATIVE  B 

This  alternative  emphasizes  wild  horse 


i 


and  burro  use,  wildlife  numbers  and 
wilderness  values.  It  provides  a 
"mid-range"  approach  toward  wilderness 
designation,  land  disposal,  and 
utility  and  planning  corridors  and 
de-emphasizes  livestock  grazing. 

ALTERNATIVE  C 

This  alternative  represents  the 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  on 
public  lands.  It  strives  to  maximize 


wildlife  numbers  and  acreages 
recommended  for  wilderness 
designation.  In  addition,  this 
alternative  identifies  minimum  land 
disposal  and  corridor  designation  and 
reduces  wild  horse  and  burro  numbers. 

Comparative  summaries  of  major 
management  prescriptions  and 
environmental  consequences  of  each 
alternative  are  displayed  in  Summary 
Tables  1 and  2,  respectively. 
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SUMMARY  TABLE  1 

MERAmA-SOUTHERN  NYE  BMP  ALTERNATED 
SUMMARY  OF  MANAGEMENT  PRESCRIPTIONS 
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SUMMARY  TABLE  2 

REVIEW  OF  THE  ENVIEOTMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES  OVER  HIE  LONG  TERM 
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Land  disposal  and  rights-of-way  will  be  on  a case-by-case  basis. 
Percent  of  acres  within  the  wilderness  study  areas. 
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INTRODUCTION, 
PLANNING  PROCESS  OVERVIEW, 

and  PLANNING  ISSUES. 


Chapter  1 

INTRODUCTION,  PLANNING  PROCESS 
OVERVIEW  AND  ISSUES 


INTRODUCTION 


This  document  is  intended  to  be  used 
in  conjunction  with  the  Draft 
Esmeralda-So . Nye  Planning  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  En- 
vironmental Impact  Statement 

(RMP/EIS).  This  document  presents  the 
proposed  resource  management  plan; 
public  comment  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS; 
Bureau  responses  to  these  comments; 
and  revisions,  errata,  and  additions 
to  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  Since  the 
changes  are  minimal,  the  entire 
RMP/EIS  was  not  reprinted  in  this 
document  pursuant  to  Council  of 
Environmental  Quality  regulations  (40 
CFR  1503.4  (b)). 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


The  Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  is  designed  to 
provide  a framework  for  future 
management  of  the  public  lands  in  the 
RMP  area.  Although  comprehensive  in 
nature,  it  is  not  intended  to  make 
program  decisions  for  individual 
resource  elements,  but  to  provide  the 
overall  multiple-use  objectives  and 
management  directions  for  the  planning 
area . 


This  document  is  prepared  pursuant  to 
Section  202  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) 
which  requires  that  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall,  with  public 
involvement,  develop  land  use  plans 
which  provide  for  the  use  of  public 
lands.  The  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA)  requires 
federal  agencies  to  prepare  statements 
analyzing  the  environmental 
consequences  of  federal  actions 
significantly  affecting  the  human 
environment.  This  land  use  plan 
qualifies  as  a significant  action  and 
therefore  an  EIS  was  prepared. 


This  plan  is  focused  on  resolving 
three  key  issues  and  several  statutory 
or  court-ordered  requirements.  These 
issues  are  discussed  in  detail  later 
in  this  chapter.  A 1973  suit  was 
filed  in  federal  court  by  the  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  et.  al., 

concerning  the  adequacy  of  BLM*  s 
programmatic  grazing  EIS  and  resulted 
in  certain  court  orders.  This 
document  fulfills  these  court 
requirements  by  analyzing  five 
specific  alternatives  for  livestock 
grazing  on  public  land. 

As  required  under  Section  603  of 
FLPMA,  this  document  analyzes 
preliminary  wilderness  suitability 
recommendations  for  wilderness  study 
areas  located  in  the  planning  area. 
In  accordance  with  BLM  policy,  the 
following  procedure  is  used  in 
addressing  environmental  concerns 
pertaining  to  wilderness  designation. 

Environmental  impacts  of  wilderness 
designation  are  incorporated  into  the 
Bureau  planning  process  through  the 
draft  RMP  stage.  The  draft  RMP 

document  presents  in  summary  form  the 
impact  to  wilderness  and  other 
resources  created  by  each 

alternative.  Comments  received  on  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  pertaining  to  wilderness 
are  presented  in  this  final  RMP/EIS 
and  will  also  be  presented  in  a Final 
Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Wilderness  EIS 
to  be  published  as  a separate  document 
from  the  final  RMP.  The  final  Wil- 
derness EIS  and  a Wilderness  Study 
Report  will  be  submitted  through  the 
BLM  Director  and  Secretary  of  the 

Interior  to  the  President.  The 

recommendations  contained  in  this 
final  wilderness  EIS  will  be 

preliminary  because  they  are  subject 
to  administrative  review  before  they 
are  presented  to  Congress  for 
legislative  action.  More  detailed 
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information  is  incorporated  into  the 
Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Wilderness 
Technical  Report  which  is  available  on 
request . 

In  addition,  this  planning  action 
serves  to  update  land  use  planning 
guidance  contained  in  two  separate 
Management  Framework  Plans  (MFPs). 
They  are  the  Esmeralda  and  Stateline 
MFPs  completed  in  1977  and  1975, 
respectively.  The  decisions  in  the 
MFPs  have  been  carried  forward  into 
this  RMP  where  applicable.  These  are 
reflected  in  the  "Proposed  Plan 
Management  Guidance"  section  of 
Chapter  2.  The  decisions  in  this  RMP 
will  supercede  the  decisions  in  the 
two  MFPs  for  the  planning  area  dealing 
with  the  issues  identified.  Past 
management  decisions  unaltered  by  this 
plan  remain  in  effect  until  changed 
utilizing  standard  Bureau  decision 
procedures . 

PLANNING  PROCESS  OVERVIEW 

The  BLM  resource  management  planning 
process  consists  of  nine  basic  steps 
(we  are  now  at  Step  8)  and  requires 
the  use  of  an  interdisciplinary  team 
for  the  completion  of  each  step.  The 
planning  steps  described  in  the 
regulations  and  used  in  preparing  this 
plan  are  described  below  and  are 
graphically  illustrated  in  Figure  1-1. 

Step  1:  Identification  of  Issues 

This  step  is  intended  to  identify 
resource  management  problems  or 
conflicts  that  can  be  resolved  through 
the  planning  process. 

Step  2:  Development  of  Planning 
Criteria 

During  this  step  preliminary  decisions 
are  made  regarding  the  kinds  of 
information  needed  to  clarify  the 
issues,  the  kinds  of  alternatives  to 
be  developed,  and  the  factors  to  be 
considered  in  evaluating  alternatives 
and  selecting  a proposed  resource 
management  plan. 


Step  3:  Inventory  Data  and  Inform- 

ation Collection 

This  step  involves  the  collection  of 
various  kinds  of  issue-related  re- 
source, environmental,  social,  eco- 
nomic, or  institutional  data  needed 
for  completion  of  the  process. 

Step  4:  Analysis  of  the  Management 

Situation 

This  step  calls  for  a deliberate  as- 
sessment of  the  current  situation.  It 
includes  a description  of  current  BLM 
management  guidance,  a discussion  of 
existing  problems  and  opportunities 
for  solving  them,  and  a consolidation 
of  existing  data  that  is  needed  to 
analyze  and  resolve  the  identified 
issues . 

Step  5:  Formulation  of  Alternatives 

During  this  step  several  complete, 
reasonable  resource  management  alter- 
natives are  prepared;  including  one 
for  no  action  which  represents  a con- 
tinuation of  present  activities  and 
several  that  strive  to  resolve  the 
issues  while  placing  emphasis  either 
on  environmental  protection  or  re- 
source production. 

Step  6:  Estimation  of  Effects  of  Al- 

ternatives 

The  physical,  biological,  economic  and 
social  effects  of  implementing  each 
alternative  are  estimated  in  order  to 
allow  for  a comparative  evaluation  of 
impacts . 

Step  7:  Selection  of  the  Preferred 

Alternative 

Based  on  the  information  generated 
during  Step  6,  the  District  Manager 
identifies  a preferred  alternative. 
The  draft  RMP/EIS  document  is  then 
prepared  and  distributed  for  public 
review. 
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STEPS  IN  THE  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLANNING  PROCESS 


FIGURE  1-1  Planning  Process  Overview 
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Step  8:  Selection  of  the  Resource 

Management  Plan 

Based  on  the  results  of  public  review 
and  comment,  the  District  Manager  will 
select  a proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  publish  it  along  with  a final 
EIS.  A final  decision  is  made  after  a 
thirty-day  appeal  period  relative  to 
the  final  EIS. 

Step  9:  Monitoring  and  Evaluation 

This  step  involves  the  collection  and 
analysis  of  long-term  resource  con- 
dition and  trend  data  to  determine  the 
effectiveness  of  the  plan  in  resolving 
the  identified  issues  and  to  assure 
that  implementation  of  the  plan  is 
achieving  the  desired  results.  Mon- 
itoring continues  from  the  time  the 
RMP  is  adopted  until  changing  con- 
ditions require  a revision  of  the 

whole  plan  or  any  portion  of  it. 

SETTING  AND  ADMINISTRATION 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

The  Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Resource 
Management  Planning  Area  covers  ap- 
proximately 3.75  million  acres  of  land 
in  Esmeralda  and  Nye  Counties  of 
southwestern  Nevada.  Of  this  area 
approximately  3.4  million  acres  of 
public  land  are  managed  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management.  Administration  of 
the  planning  area  is  split  between  the 
Las  Vegas  and  Battle  Mountain  dis- 
tricts of  the  BLM.  See  Location  Map. 

For  the  purpose  of  the  analysis  the 

RMP  area  will  be  divided  into  two 

sections.  The  first  section,  which 
includes  all  of  Esmeralda  County  and 
that  portion  of  Nye  County  west  of  the 
bombing  range  down  to  six  miles  south 
of  Beatty,  will  be  called  Planning 
Area  A.  Area  A consists  of  2,787,224 
acres  and  is  administered  by  the  Bat- 
tle Mountain  District.  The  second 
section  includes  the  remainder  of 
southern  Nye  County  and  will  be  called 
Planning  Area  B.  Planning  Area  B 
consists  of  969,534  acres  and  is  ad- 

ministered by  the  Las  Vegas  District. 


The  RMP  area  is  a part  of  the  Basin 
and  Range  Physiographic  Province  and 
is  characterized  by  north-south  trend- 
ing mountain  ranges.  These  mountain 
ranges  include:  Monte  Cristo,  Lone 

Mountain,  Cedar  Mountain,  Weepah 
Hills,  Silver  Peak  Range,  Palmetto 
Mountains,  Montezuma  Range,  Magruder 
Mountain,  Mount  Jackson  Ridge,  Slate 
Ridge,  Gold  Mountain,  Goldfield  Hills, 
Grapevine  Mountains,  Bullfrog  Hills, 
Bare  Mountains,  Spector  Range,  Mount 
Stirling  and  Last  Chance  Range.  The 
area  includes  Boundary  Peak  in  the 
northwest  corner  which,  at  13,145  feet 
elevation,  is  the  highest  point  in 
Nevada. 

The  climate  of  the  planning  area 
ranges  from  a dry,  desert  climate  at 
the  lower  elevations  to  sub-alpine  on 
Boundary  Peak  in  the  White  Mountains. 
Average  annual  precipitation  ranges 
from  about  3.3  inches  at  Coaldale  to 
more  than  12  inches  at  the  higher 
elevations  of  the  Silver  Peak  Range 
and  White  Mountains.  The  average 
annual  temperature  ranges  between  50 
and  60  degrees  Fahrenheit  with  a maxi- 
mum of  more  than  100  degrees  and  a 
minimum  of  below  0 degrees  Fahrenheit. 

Vegetation  is  varied.  The  broad  val- 
leys are  dominated  by  salt-desert 
vegetation.  As  the  elevation  in- 
creases in  the  north,  the  predominant 
large  plant  is  the  Joshua  Tree  and 
then  pinyon  and  juniper  trees.  Bris- 
tlecone  pine  is  found  at  the  highest 
elevations  in  the  Silver  Peak  Range. 

PLANNING  ISSUES 

Issues  drive  RMPs  and  indicate  spec- 
ific concerns  the  BLM  or  the  public 
may  have  regarding  the  planning  area. 
An  issue  is  defined  as  an  opportunity, 
conflict,  or  problem  regarding  the 
management  of  public  lands  and  as- 
sociated resources. 

Issue-driven  planning  means  that  only 
those  aspects  of  current  resource 
management  felt  to  be  a concern  are 
examined  by  being  carried  through  the 
formulation  and  analysis  of  alter- 
natives. Alternatives  are  not 
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developed  for  those  aspects  of  current 
resource  management  felt  to  be  sat- 
isfactory. Although  not  identified  as 
issues,  off-road  vehicle  use,  mineral 
management  and  areas  of  critical  en- 
vironmental concern  (ACECs)  will  be 
discussed . 

Three  issues  are  addressed  in  this 
document.  These  issues  were  ident- 
ified based  on  public  input,  inter- 
agency consultation,  BLM  management 
review  and  the  judgement  of  planning 
team  members . 

ISSUE  1:  WILDERNESS 

The  Esmeralda-So . Nye  Planning  Area 
contains  five  BLM  Wilderness  Study 
Areas . They  are : 1)  Grapevine  Moun- 

tains, 66,800  acres;  2)  Pigeon  Spring 
3,575  acres;  3)  Queer  Mountain,  81,550 
acres,  4)  Resting  Springs,  3,850;  and 
5)  Silver  Peak  Range,  33,900  acres.  A 
portion  of  the  Mt.  Stirling  WSA  is 
also  in  the  RMP  area.  However,  it  is 
not  included  in  this  document  since  it 
has  been  analyzed  in  the  Clark  County 
Wilderness  EIS,  1983. 

All  WSAs  must  be  studied  through  the 
BLM  planning  process  to  determine 
whether  they  are  to  be  recommended  to 
Congress  as  suitable  or  nonsuitable 
for  designation  as  wilderness. 

ISSUW  2:  LAND  TENURE  ADJUSTMENTS  AND 

UTILITY  CORRIDORS 

Approximately  91  percent  of  the  land 
within  the  planning  area  is  admin- 
istered by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement. A need  has  been  identified 
to  make  public  land  available  for 
community  expansion  and  development, 
agricultural  development,  utility 
corridors,  and  other  public  purposes. 
In  addition,  lands  should  be  iden- 
tified where  ownership  adjustments 
will  achieve  more  efficient  management 
and  utilization  of  public  resources  or 
to  make  lands  available  for  better 
uses . 


ISSUE  3:  RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  re- 
sponsible for  managing  rangeland  veg- 
etation. This  responsibility  includes 
protecting  the  integrity  and  pro- 
ductivity of  the  vegetative  resource 
while  making  vegetation  and  habitat 
available  for  livestock,  wild  horses 
and  burros,  and  wildlife.  To  effect 
this  management,  the  Bureau  has  been 
directed,  as  a result  of  the  1973 
Federal  court  suit,  to  write  an  EIS 
analyzing  the  potential  impacts  of 
alternative  grazing  programs.  Integ- 
ration of  this  EIS  into  the  Resource 
Management  Planning  process  will  meet 
the  court-ordered  requirement. 

OFF-ROAD  VEHICLE  DESIGNATION 


Off-road  vehicle  (0RV)  use  allocation 
did  not  emerge  as  an  issue  during  the 
scoping  process  for  the  Esmeralda-So. 
Nye  RMP.  However,  0RV  designation 
will  be  implemented  through  the  plan- 
ning process  for  the  RMP  area  in  com- 
pliance with  Executive  Orders  11644 
(Use  of  Off-Road  Vehicles  on  Public 
Lands)  and  11989  (Off-Road  Vehicles  on 
Public  Lands). 

Public  lands  within  the  RMP  area  must 
be  designated  either  open,  limited  or 
closed  to  0RV  use.  Two  current  man- 
agement framework  plans  (MFPs)  outline 
present  ORV  management  within  the  RMP 
area.  During  the  development  of  these 
MFPs,  portions  of  the  RMP  areas  were 
designated  as  closed  or  limited  with 
the  remainder  of  the  RMP  area  des- 
ignated as  open.  At  that  time,  re- 
source conflicts  were  identified  and  a 
multiple  use  analysis  was  performed. 
No  problems  have  since  been  identified 
with  the  MFP  decisions  and  therefore, 
no  change  is  recommended.  Because  of 
this  status,  ORV  designations  were  not 
considered  an  issue.  ORV  designations 
are  detailed  in  Chapter  2 under  the 
heading  "Proposed  Plan  Management 
Guidance." 
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MINERALS 

Mineral  resource  management  was  not 
included  as  an  issue  during  the  dev- 
elopment of  the  Esmeralda-So . Nye 
RMP.  Two  current  MFPs,  in  addition  to 
the  Esmeralda  and  Stateline 
Geothermal,  Oil  and  Gas  Environmental 
Assessments  outlined  present  manage- 
ment guidance  for  the  RMP  area.  This 
guidance  has  been  reviewed  and  is  con- 
sidered to  be  current  and  adequate. 
During  1982  all  mineral  withdrawals 
and  Classification  and  Multiple  Use 
(CMU)  segregated  lands  were  reviewed 
to  determine  if  a need  still  exists  to 
justify  the  continuance  of  these 
withdrawal/segregations.  A breakdown 
of  current  minerals  management  includ- 
ing the  status  of  the  withdrawals/ 
segregations  may  be  found  on  Table  2-1 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

The  only  proposed  management  prescrip- 
tions that  would  affect  mineral  man- 
agement would  be  those  related  to 
wilderness  designation.  In  the  case 
of  wilderness  designation,  impacts  to 
minerals  are  discussed  as  a part  of 
the  wilderness  issue. 

AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERNS  (ACECs) 

ACECs  were  not  identified  as  an  issue 
during  the  scoping  process  for  the 
Esmeralda-So.  Nye  RMP.  At  the  present 
time  there  are  no  designated  ACECs 
within  the  RMP  area.  Lands  within  the 
RMP  area  were  reviewed  by  the  BLM 
during  the  development  of  the  plan. 
Two  potential  ACECs  were  identified 
during  the  review.  They  were  the  Ash 
Meadows  area  and  Big  Dune.  Both  of 
these  areas  provide  habitat  for  pro- 
posed and/or  listed  threatened  and/or 
endangered  species.  The  designation 
of  these  potential  ACECs  was  not  an- 
alyzed in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  document 
since  current  management  options  now 
available  to  the  BLM  are  adequate  for 
the  protection  of  any  special  re- 
sources found  in  the  RMP  area.  In  the 
case  of  Big  Dune,  the  BLM  has  entered 
into  a Conservation  Agreement  with  the 


U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS) 
for  its  protection.  In  Ash  Meadows,  a 
habitat  management  plan  (HMP)  has  been 
partially  implemented.  This  HMP  will 
continue  to  be  implemented  and  will  be 
modified  to  include  new  data  per- 
taining to  threatened  or  endangered 
species.  In  addition  the  U.  S.  Fish 

and  Wildlife  Service  is  developing  a 
wildlife  refuge  in  Ash  Meadows.  Im- 
plementation of  the  FWS's  Land  Pro- 
tection Plan  for  Ash  Meadows  would 
protect  these  species. 

SEQUENCE  OF  PLAN  IMPLEMENTATION 
ACTIONS 

The  selection  of  this  final  resource 
management  plan  was  subsequent  to  a 
review  of  the  public  comments  sub- 
mitted in  response  to  the  draft  plan. 
This  proposed  plan  consists  of  a com- 
bination of  several  of  the  al- 
ternatives present  in  the  draft  RMP. 
After  publication  of  this  final  en- 
vironmental impact  statement,  man- 
agement decisions  will  be  documented 
in  a record  of  decision  published  in 
the  Federal  Register. 

The  proposed  resource  management  plan 
will  be  implemented  through  activity 
plans  such  as  allotment  management 
plans  (AMPs) , wildlife  habitat  man- 
agement plans  (HMPs)  and  wild  horse 
herd  management  area  plans  (HMAPs) . 
These  plans  will  identify  such  details 
as  the  grazing  system  to  be  used  in  an 
allotment  management  plan  and  the  loc- 
ation of  range  improvements  for  the 
benefit  of  livestock,  wild  horses  and 
wildlife.  The  management  actions  de- 
veloped for  these  plans  will  be  inte- 
grated into  a total  management  program 
designed  to  assure  progress  towards 
meeting  the  objectives  of  the  resource 
management  plan.  Additional  im- 
plementation guidelines  that  apply  to 
the  alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

Implementation  of  the  resource  man- 
agement plan  will  take  place  through 
coordination,  ^consultation,  and 

cooperation.  The  preferred  method 
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will  be  coordinated  resource  manage- 
ment and  planning  (CRMP)  . CRMP  is  an 
advisory  process  that  brings  together 
all  interests  concerned  with  the  man- 
agement of  resources  in  a given  local 
area  (landowners,  land  management 
agencies,  wildlife  groups,  wild  horse 
groups , and  conservation  organ- 
izations) and  is  the  recommended  pub- 
lic process  through  which  consultation 
and  coordination  will  take  place. 

PLAN  MONITORING 

The  resource  management  plan  will  be 
evaluated  at  five-year  intervals  to 
determine  if  there  is  sufficient  cause 
to  warrant  revision  or  admendment. 

This  evaluation  will  focus  on  the 
objectives  and  management  pre- 


scriptions developed  for  the  issues 
analyzed.  The  general  purposes  of 
this  monitoring  and  evaluation  will  be: 

To  determine  if  a prescription  is 
fulfilling  the  purpose  and  need 
for  which  it  was  designed,  or  if 
there  is  a need  for  modification 
or  termination  of  the  action. 

To  discover  unanticipated  and/or 
unpredictable  effects. 

To  ensure  that  decisions  are  being 
implemented  on  schedule. 

To  provide  continuing  evaluation 
of  consistency  with  state  and 
local  plans  and  programs  as  well 
as  adjoining  BLM  or  other  Federal 
agency  plans. 
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PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


The  proposed  plan  strives  to  balance 
competing  demands  by  providing  for 
production  of  needed  goods  and  ser- 
vices, while  protecting  important  en- 
vironmental values . This  alternative 
would  change  present  management  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  meet  statutory 
requirements,  policy  commitments  and 
to  resolve  identified  issues  in  a bal- 
anced, cost-effective  manner. 

The  Proposed  Plan  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative  are  essentially  the  same 
with  one  exception.  As  a result  of 
consultation  and  review  with  the 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  (NDOW) 
the  Emigrant  Peak  Allotment  has  been 
closed  to  livestock  grazing.  This 
allotment  has  not  been  grazed  for  more 
than  five  years,  and  its  closure  would 
be  consistant  with  actions  outlined  in 
an  existing  Silver  Peak  Habitat  Man- 
agement Plan  jointly  agreed  upon  by 
NDOW  and  BLM. 

ISSUE  Is  WILDERNESS 


Objectives 


To  recommend  wilderness  designation 
for  those  wilderness  study  areas 
(WSAs)  where  the  values  of  wilderness 
designation  are  capable  of  balancing 
the  other  resource  values  and  uses 
which  would  be  foregone  due  to  wil- 
derness designation.  All  areas  recom- 
mended suitable  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation must  be  able  to  be  managed  as 
wilderness  over  the  long  term. 

Management  Prescriptions 


Under  the  Proposed  Plan  17,850  acres 
or  nine  percent  of  the  WSAs  are 
recommended  as  suitable  and  173,009 
acres  are  recommended  as  nonsuitable 
for  wilderness  designation.  See  Table 
2-1  for  a breakdown  of  wilderness 
acreage  recommendations  by  wilderness 
study  area  (see  Wilderness 

Recommendation  Map) . 


Grapevine  Mountains:  The  entire 
66,800  acres  within  this  WSA  are 
recommended  as  nonsuitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  The 
southern  one-third  of  the 
mountainous  portion  of  the  WSA  has 
a moderate  potential  for  metallic 
minerals,  and  the  entire  WSA  has  a 
moderate  potential  for  geothermal 
resources.  The  area  contains  only 
moderate  wilderness  values,  sup- 
ported primarily  by  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude. 
Motorized  vehicle  access  across 
the  gentle  valley  terrain  of  the 
WSA  would  adversely  affect  the 
BLM's  ability  to  manage  the  area 
as  wilderness  over  the  long  term. 

Pigeon  Spring:  The  entire  3,575 
acres  within  this  WSA  are  recom- 
mended as  nonsuitable  for  wil- 
derness designation.  This  WSA  is 
contiguous  to  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area,  Sylvania 
Mountains  WSA,  No.  Ill,  totalling 
14,983  acres,  which  was  rec- 
ommended as  nonsuitable  for  wil- 
derness designation.  Therefore, 
the  Pigeon  Spring  WSA  is  not 
recommended  as  suitable  for  wil- 
derness designation  due  to  its 
small  size  and  lack  of  wilderness 
characteristics  when  judged  on  its 
own  merits. 

Queer  Mountain:  The  entire  81,550 
acres  within  this  WSA  are  rec- 
ommended as  nonsuitable  for  wil- 
derness designation.  The  north- 
west, northeast  and  southeast 
portions  of  the  WSA  have  a mod- 
erate potential  for  metallic 
minerals.  The  entire  WSA  also  has 
a moderate  potential  for  geo- 
thermal resources.  The  area 
contains  only  moderate  wilderness 
values,  supported  primarily  by 
outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude.  Management  of  the 
entire  area  as  wilderness  over  the 
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long-term  cannot  be  assured  due  to 
the  potential  for  development  of 
valid  mining  claims  in  the  north- 
ern portion  of  the  WSA  and  the 
ease  of  motorized  vehicle  access 
throughout  most  of  the  WSA. 

Resting  Spring  Range:  The  entire 

3,850  acres  within  this  WSA  are 
recommended  as  nonsuitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  This  WSA 
is  contiguous  to  the  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area,  Resting 
Spring  Range  WSA,  Wo.  145,  total- 
ling 89,772  acres,  which  was  rec- 
ommended as  nonsuitable  for  wil- 
derness designation.  Therefore, 
the  Resting  Spring  Range  WSA  is 
not  recommended  as  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation  due  to  its 
small  size  and  lack  of  wilderness 
characteristics  when  judged  on  its 
own  merits. 

Silver  Peak  Range:  A central  core 

area,  totalling  17,850  acres, 
which  possesses  high  wilderness 
values  is  recommended  as  suitable 
for  wilderness  designation.  This 
core  area  includes  Icehouse 
Canyon,  Piper  Peak,  and  the 
ridgeline  running  north  of  Piper 
Peak.  The  area’s  high  wilderness 
values  result  from  the  outstanding 
op-  portunities  for  primitive  rec- 
reation and  solitude  and  the  pres- 
ence of  special  features,  such  as 
bighorn  sheep  and  wild  horses. 
The  addition  of  1,184  acres  of 
public  land  at  the  mouth  of  Ice- 
house Canyon  along  the  northwest 
boundary  of  the  WSA  improves  the 
management  situation  of  the  area 
by  establishing  an  easily  rec- 
ognizable boundary  based  on  top- 
ography. The  remaining  17,234 
acres  of  the  WSA  are  recommended 
as  nonsuitable  for  wilderness 
designation  due  to  the  moderate 
and  high  potential  for  metallic 
minerals  and  geothermal  resources 
as  well  as  to  avoid  potential 
conflicts  with  mining  claims  along 
the  periphery  of  the  WSA. 


ISSUE  2:  LAND  TENURE  AND  UTILITY 
CORRIDORS 

Objectives 

To  improve  opportunities  for  economic 
development  by  substantially 
increasing  the  amount  of  non-f ederally 
owned  land  within  the  RMP  area. 

To  improve  the  manageability  of  public 
lands  by  disposing  of  scattered  iso- 
lated tracts  of  land  and  creating  a 
blocked-ownership  pattern. 

To  ensure  a system  for  transmission  of 
utilities  through  the  RMP  area  by  es- 
tablishing corridors  which  will  meet 
the  long-range  planning  needs  of  ut- 
ility companies  and  avoid  sensitive 
resource  values. 

Management  Prescriptions 

Identify  a pool  of  94,949  acres  of 
public  land  for  disposal  during  the 
life  of  this  plan  (See  Land  Disposal 
and  Corridor-Proposed  Plan  Map) . This 
land  would  meet  urban-suburban 
expansion  or  agricultural  development 
needs  for  communities  in  the  RMP 
area.  Disposal  of  identified  public 
lands  would  also  enhance  BLM 
management  of  residual  lands,  by 
creating  a blocked-ownership  pattern 
in  the  RMP  area  (see  Table  2-2  for 
land  disposal  acreage). 

Designate  357  miles  of  utility  cor- 
ridors which  include  existing  facil- 
ities and/or  rights-of-way  and  iden- 
tify 30  miles  of  planning  corridors 
(see  Land  Disposal  and  Corridors- 
Proposed  Plan) . No  private  land  would 
be  included  in  these  corridors. 

1.  A-B-C-D-E-F-G-H-I,  a 
designated  corridor  running 
north-south  which  includes  a 
right-of-way  held  by  Western  Area 
Power  Administration  (WAPA)  for  a 
750  KV  D.C . line. 
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2.  B-O-N  and  0-M,  a designated 
corridor  running  east-west.  This 
corridor  provides  the  only  major 
east-west  route  in  the  planning  area 
and  would  provide  an  outlet  for  po- 
tential geothermal  power  which  may 
be  produced  in  Fish  Lake  Valley. 

3.  P-B,  a planning  corridor  running 
east-west  which  provides  for  the 
logical  extension  of  corridor  B-O-N 
and  0-M.  It  would  serve  the  same 
purpose  as  the  aforementioned  cor- 
ridor. 

4.  L-W-O,  a designated  corridor 
running  east-west  containing  an  ex- 
isting facility.  It  serves  as  the 
major  link  between  the  Millers  and 
Fort  Churchill  substations. 

5.  X-S-D,  E-K-G  and  H-J , designated 
corridors  running  north-south  along 
U.  S.  95  that  contain  existing  fac- 
ilities not  included  in  the  WAPA 
right-of-way  corridor. 

6.  Z-Y,  a planning  corridor  running 
north-south  from  lone  Valley  and 
providing  a route  from  Austin,  NV. 

7.  M-R,  a designated  corridor  gen- 
erally running  north-south  between 
Tonopah  and  Alkali  substations. 

ISSUES:  RANGELAND  MANAGEMENT 

Objectives 

Improve  the  condition  of  public  range- 
lands  to  enhance  the  productivity  for 
all  rangeland  values . 

Initially,  authorize  livestock  use  at 
existing  levels. 

Initially,  manage  wild  horses  and  bur- 
ros and  their  habitat  at  current  num- 
bers in  areas  which  constituted  their 
habitat  at  the  time  the  Wild  and  Free- 
Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  became  law 
in  1971. 


Initially,  manage  wildlife  habitat  for 
existing  numbers  of  big  game,  while 
recognizing  reasonable  numbers  as  a 
management  goal . 

To  maintain  or  improve  selected  rip- 
arian and  stream  habitat  to  good  or 
better  condition. 

Management  Prescriptions 

Authorize  livestock  use  up  to  active 
grazing  preference.  However,  this  is 
estiminated  not  to  exceed  the  three  to 
five  year  average  of  46,013  animal 
unit  months  (AUMs) . The  Emigrant  Peak 
allotment  will  be  closed  to  live- 
stock grazing.  Section  7 consultation 
will  take  place  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  before  issuing  an 
ephemeral  permit  on  the  Carson  Slough 
and  Grapevine-Rock  Valley  allotments. 
The  Ash  Meadows  grazing  lease  will  be 
closed  to  livestock  grazing. 

Livestock  grazing  on  all  ephemeral 
allotments  would  only  be  allowed  if 
on-the-ground  evaluations  determine 
that  forage  is  available  and  that  it 
can  be  grazed  without  detriment  to 
riparian  vegetation. 

Intensively  manage  six  Improve  cat- 
egory allotments  and  provide  three 
Maintain  category  allotments  with 
range  improvements  (see  Draft-Table 
2-4  for  intensive  management 
implementation  priorities)  (see  Draft- 
Allotment  Boundary  Map).  These 
actions  would  improve  vegetative 
condition  and  livestock  distribution. 
Other  range  improvements  may  be  imple- 
mented if  private  funds  are  made 
available . 

Construct  or  implement  range  improve- 
ment projects  in  support  of  intensive 
management  (see  Draft-Table  2-5  for 
specific  range  improvements  and  their 
costs)  . 

Manage  wild  horses  and  burros  at  cur- 
rent numbers  based  on  the  1982  survey 
which  identified  a level  of  1127  and 
357  head  respectively  in  13  herd  areas 
(See  Draft-Table  2-6). 
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Develop  six  springs  to  enhance  man- 
agement of  four  herd  areas  (see  Draft- 
Table  2-7).  Implement  Herd  Management 
Area  Plans  following  the  priorities 
listed  in  Draft  Table  2-7. 

Continue  existing  rangeland  monitoring 
studies,  and  establish  new  studies  as 
recommended  by  the  1981  Nevada  Range 
Monitoring  Procedures.  The  studies 
are  to  determine  if  management  ob- 
jectives are  being  reached  and  what 
adjustments  in  livestock  use,  wild 
horse  and  burro  numbers  and  wildlife 
numbers  are  necessary. 

Manage  current  wildlife  habitat  in- 
itially for  current  numbers  with  a 
goal  of  achieving  reasonable  numbers 
in  both  current  and  historical  habitat 
(see  Draft-Table  2-8  for  specific  pro- 
jects and  habitat  management  plan  pri- 
orities) . 

Continue  the  implementation  of  the  Ash 
Meadows  and  Silver  Peak  Habitat  Man- 
agement Plans  (HMPs) . The  Ash  Meadows 
HMP  will  be  modified  to  include  new 
data  pertaining  to  sensitive,  threat- 
ened or  endangered  species.  The  BLM, 
in  consultation/cooperation  with  Nye 
County,  will  work  toward  achieving  the 
objectives  outlined  in  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service's  Ash  Meadows 
Land  Protection  Plan. 

Support  reintroduction  of  bighorn 
sheep  into  historic  habitat  areas  in 
the  Goldfield,  Amargosa,  Magruder/ 
Palmetto,  Monte  Cristo,  Montezuma, 
Silver  Peak  and  Sawtooth  habitat  areas. 

Support  introduction  of  bighorn  sheep 
into  suitable  habitat  in  the  Bare 
Mountain  and  Gold  Mountain  habitat 
area. 

Support  augmentation  of  elk  in  current 
habitat  in  the  Spring  Mountains  hab- 
itat area. 

Implement  special  management  treat- 
ments and/or  facilities  along  4.8 
miles  of  streams  to  improve  aquatic 
and  riparian  habitat  condition. 


PROPOSED  PLAN  MANAGEMENT  GUIDANCE 

The  following  management  guidance  is 
applicable  to  all  resources  or  uses 
specifically  discussed  as  an  issue  in 
the  Proposed  Plan  or  present  in  the 
RMP  area.  This  guidance  consists  of 
current  management  practices  ex- 
pected to  continue  which  include  dec- 
isions outlined  in  the  Esmeralda  and 
Stateline  MFPs,  plan  implementation 
actions  and  standard  operating  pro- 
cedures . All  guidance  applies  to  both 
Planning  Areas  A and  B except  where 
noted . 

SOIL  WATER,  AND  AIR  PROGRAM 
General 

Soil,  water  and  air  resources  will 
continue  to  be  evaluated  on  a case-by- 
case basis  as  a part  of  project  level 
planning.  Such  evaluation  will  con- 
sider the  significance  of  the  proposed 
project  and  the  sensitivity  of  soil, 
water  and  air  resources  in  the  af- 
fected area.  Stipulations  will  be 
attached  as  appropriate  to  ensure  com- 
patibility of  projects  with  soil,  wat- 
er, and  air  resource  management. 

Soil 

Soils  will  be  managed  to  maintain  or 
improve  rangeland  productivity  as  well 
as  minimizing  present  and  potential 
wind  and  water  erosion. 

Water 

Water  quality  will  be  maintained  or 
Improved  in  accordance  with  state  and 
Federal  standards,  including  consul- 
tation with  state  agencies  on  proposed 
projects  that  may  significantly  affect 
water  quality.  Management  actions  on 
public  land  within  municipal  water- 
sheds will  be  designed  to  protect 
water  quality  and  quantity. 

Management  activities  in  riparian 
zones  will  be  designed  to  maintain  or, 
where  possible,  improve  riparian  hab- 
itat condition. 
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Roads  and  utility  corridors  will  avoid 
riparian  zones  to  the  extent 
practicable . 

Air 


Air  quality  will  be  protected  as  all 
BLM  and  BLM  authorized  activities  must 
prevent  air  quality  deterioration  be- 
yond the  established  standards  spec- 
ified in  the  Nevada  Ambient  Air  Qual- 
ity Standards.  The  Federal  Land  Pol- 
icy and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA) 
specifies  the  protection  of  air  and 
atmospheric  quality  on  BLM  lands  in 
Sec.  102(a)(8),  and  compliance  with 
state  and  Federal  laws  in  Sec.  202  (c) 
(8) . FLPMA  also  requires  an  active 
role  in  preventing  air  quality  viola- 
tions on  BLM  lands  in  Sec.  102(c)(8). 
The  Clean  Air  Act  of  1977  has  specific 
requirements  for  Federal  land  managers 
to  protect  the  air  over  lands  under 
their  jurisdiction. 

LANDS  PROGRAM 

Land  Tenure 

All  land  disposal  actions  are  dis- 
cretionary. Land  disposals  may  be 
accomplished  through  one  of  the  fol- 
lowing methods;  sales.  Recreation  and 
Public  Purposes  Act  requests,  ex- 
changes, or  agricultural  entry.  Dis- 
posal of  these  parcels  will  be  made  on 
an  as-needed  basis,  with  perimeters 
established  in  coordination  with  the 
appropriate  government  entity  and  will 
be  accomplished  by  the  most  ap- 
propriate disposal  authority. 

Site-specific  decisions  regarding  land 
ownership  adjustments  in  the  planning 
area  will  be  made  based  largely  on 
consideration  of  the  following  cri- 
teria through  the  land  report/ 
environmental  analysis  process.  In 
addition,  all  lands  identified  for 
disposal  must  meet  one  or  more  of  the 
criteria  outlined  in  section  203(a)  of 
FLPMA.  This  criteria  list  is  not  con- 
sidered all-inclusive,  but  represents 
the  major  factors  to  be  evaluated. 


1)  Public  resource  values  or  con- 

cerns, including  but  not  limited 
to:  threatened,  endangered  or 

sensitive  species  habitat; 
riparian  areas; 

flood  plains  and  wetlands; 
fisheries; 

nesting/breeding  habitat  for  game 
birds  or  animals; 
key  big  game  seasonal  habitat; 
wild  horse  and  burro  habitat; 
developed  recreation  and  rec- 
reation access  sites; 
municipal  watersheds; 
energy  and  mineral  potential; 
visual  resources; 

cultural  resource  sites  eligible 
for  inclusion  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places; 
wilderness  and  areas  being  stud- 
ied for  wilderness;  and,  other 
statutory-authorized  designa- 

tions . 

2)  Accessibility  of  the  land  for 
public  uses . 

3)  Amount  of  public  investments  in 
facilities  or  improvements  (i.e., 
range  improvements,  wildlife 
projects,  etc.)  and  the  potential 
for  recovering  those  investments. 

4)  Difficulty  or  cost  of  administra- 
tion (manageability) . 

5)  Significance  of  the  decision  in 
stabilizing  business,  social  and 
economic  conditions,  and/or 
lifestyles . 

6)  Encumbrances  or  conflicts  of  rec- 
ord; consistency  of  the  decision 
with  cooperative  agreements  and 
plans  or  policies  of  other  agen- 
cies . 

7)  Suitability  and  need  for  change 
in  land  ownership  or  use  for  pur- 
poses including  but  not  limited 
to  community  expansion  or  eco- 
nomic development,  such  as  indus- 
trial, residential,  or  agri- 
cultural (other  than  grazing) 
development . 
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Utility  Corridors 

Utility  corridors,  either  designated 
or  planned,  will  be  identified  fol- 
lowing BLM  procedures  and  will  be  made 
on  a point-to-point  basis.  The  actual 
route  will  be  established  after  envir- 
onmental analysis  is  completed  on  each 
rights-of-way  application.  Designated 
corridors  will  be  three  miles  wide  and 
planning  corridors  will  be  five  miles 
wide  except  where  topographic  con- 
straints exist. 

Designated  corridors  are  those  which 
contain  existing  transmission  fac- 
ilities and/or  rights-of-way.  Plan- 
ning corridors  will  be  identified 
where  there  are  no  existing  tran- 
smission facilities  and/or  rights- 
of-way.  Where  transmission  facilities 
and/or  rights-of-way  exist,  the  width 
of  the  corridor  will  encompass  the 
existing  right-of-way  and  be  located 
to  avoid  sensitive  resources.  Future 
rights-of-way  applications  will  be 
required  to  locate  new  facilities  in 
proximity  to  existing  facilities  ex- 
cept where  considerations  of  con- 
struction feasibility,  cost,  resource 
protection  or  safety  are  overriding. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

Visual  resources  will  continue  to  be 
evaluated  as  a part  of  the  envir- 
onmental analysis  process  for  activity 
and  project  plans  and  other  proposed 
actions.  Such  evaluation  will  con- 
sider the  significance  of  the  proposed 
project  and  the  visual  sensitivity  of 
the  affected  area.  Stipulations  will 
be  attached  as  appropriate  to  assure 
that  the  visual  integrity  of  the  area 
remains  intact  and  that  visual  res- 
ource management  objectives  are  met. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Cultural  resource  protection  is  re- 
quired through  compliance  with  Section 
106  of  the  National  Historic  Preser- 
vation Act  of  1966,  Section  2(b)  of 
Executive  Order  11593,  and  Section 
101(b)(4)  of  the  National  En- 
vironmental Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of 


1969.  Prior  to  project  approval,  in- 
tensive field  (Class  III)  inventories 
will  be  conducted  in  specific  areas 
that  would  be  impacted  by  implementing 
activities . If  cultural  or  pale- 
ontological sites  are  found,  every 
effort  will  be  made  to  avoid  adverse 
impacts.  However,  in  the  case  of  Na- 
tional Register  quality  sites  where 
avoidance  of  adverse  impacts  is  not 
possible,  BLM  will  consult  with  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  the  His- 
toric Preservation  in  accordance  with 
the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agree- 
ment between  the  BLM  and  the  Council 
dated  January  14,  1980.  This  agree- 

ment sets  forth  a procedure  for  devel- 
oping appropriate  mitigative  measures 
to  lessen  the  impact  of  adverse  ef- 
fects. Finally,  the  American  Indian 
Religious  Freedom  Act  of  1978  (92 

Stat.  469  or  PL  95-341)  defines  the 
special  status  for  sacred  places,  art- 
ifacts, plants,  and  animals  of  Native 
American  peoples  in  the  United 
States.  This  law  guarantees  American 
Indians  access  to  sacred  sites,  inclu- 
ding cemetaries,  required  in  their 
religion,  and  natural  species  and  re- 
sources, even  though  these  resources 
may  no  longer  be  controlled  by  the 
Indian  People. 

WILDERNESS  RESOURCES 

All  wilderness  study  areas  will 
continue  to  be  protected  under  the 
Bureau’ s Interim  Management  Policy  and 
Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness 
Review.  Wilderness  recommendations 
made  in  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement  for  the  resource  management 
plan  are  preliminary  and  subject  to 
change  during  administrative  review. 
A separate  legislative  final  envir- 
onmental impact  statement  will  be  pre- 
pared for  the  wilderness  study  recom- 
mendations. A wilderness  study  report 
will  also  be  written  that  addresses 
each  area  individually.  The  Director 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will 
request  mineral  surveys  by  the  United 
States  Geological  Survey  and  Bureau  of 
Mines  for  each  area  recommended  as 
preliminarily  suitable.  The  Federal 
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Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  review  areas  of  the  public  lands 
determined  to  have  wilderness  charac- 
teristics, and  to  report  to  the 
President  by  October  21,  1991,  his 

recommendations  as  to  the  suitability 
or  nonsuitability  of  each  such  area 
for  preservation  as  wilderness.  The 
President  is  required  to  report  his 
recommendations  to  Congress  by  October 
21,  1993. 

Designated  wilderness  areas  would  be 
closed  to  off-road  vehicle  use  unless 
it  takes  place  as  part  of  a valid  ex- 
isting right  or  is  authorized  in  the 
wilderness  management  plan.  Separate 
management  plans  tailored  to  the  char- 
acteristics of  each  area  would  be  de- 
veloped through  consultation  with  in- 
terested parties . They  would  be  co- 
ordinated with  other  activity  plans 
for  their  areas.  Specific  management 
objectives,  requirements,  and  de- 
cisions implementing  administrative 
practices  and  visitor  activities  would 
be  developed  in  each  plan. 

Designated  wilderness  areas  would  be 
segregated  against  appropriation  and 
operations  under  the  mining  laws,  min- 
eral leasing  laws,  and  other  mineral 
disposal  authorities  subject  to  valid 
existing  rights.  Designation  would 
allow  for  continuation  of  livestock 
grazing  permits. 

FOREST  RESOURCES 

Non-commercial  harvesting  of  Christmas 
trees,  juniper  posts,  piny on  nuts  and 
dead  or  downed  firewood  will  continue 
throughout  the  planning  area  except 
within  the  WSAs . In  addition,  two 
greenwood  cutting  areas  and  one  Joshua 
Tree  Harvest  Area  were  established  in 
Planning  Area  A in  March  of  1984 . The 
two  greenwood  areas  were  established 
in  the  Palmetto  Mountains  and  Silver 
Peak  Range  and  the  Joshua  Harvest  Area 
is  located  in  the  Magruder  Mountain 


area.  Special  stipulations  are  at- 
tached to  all  permits  issued  for  these 
two  areas  to  accomplish  protection  of 
forest  and  other  resources  and  fire 
protection. 

RECREATION 

General 

Recreational  activities  within  the  RMP 
area  include  but  are  not  limited  to 
big  and  small  game  hunting,  ORV  use, 
rockhounding,  fishing,  waterfowl  hunt- 
ing, camping,  and  sightseeing  for  his- 
torical, scenic,  geological,  and  zo- 
ological values.  The  area  will  con- 
tinue to  be  managed  to  promote  these 
activities . 

Off-Road  Vehicle  Management 

Off-road  vehicles  are  currently  man- 
aged in  accordance  with  decisions  out- 
lined in  the  two  current  MFPs , as 
amended  by  the  Frontier  500 
Environmental  Assessment  completed  in 
August  of  1982  and  in  accordance  with 
a Conservation  Agreement  between  the 
BLM  and  FWS  addressing  the  Giuliani’s 
Dune  Scarab  Beetle.  The  following 
restrictions  have  been  identified  and/ 
or  analyzed  in  the  aforementioned 
documents : 

Closed 

Planning  Area  A 

Pinyon-Joshua  Tree  Transition  Research 
Natural  Area,  10  acres. 

Planning  Area  B 

Big  Dune,  5 acres. 

Limited 

Planning  Area  A 

Goldfield  Joshua  Tree  Forest,  100,000 
acres  (competitive  events  limited  to 
existing  roads,  trails,  and  washes) 
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Pinyon-Joshua  Tree  Transition  Research 
Natural  Area,  630  acres  (closed  to 
competitive  events,  and  other  vehicles 
are  restricted  to  existing  roads, 
trails  and  washes) . 

The  Sump,  160  acres  (closed  to  com- 
petitive events,  and  other  vehicles 
are  restricted  to  existing  roads, 
trails  and  washes) . 

Amargosa  speckled  dace  and  Amargosa 
toad  habitat,  53  acres  (competitive 
events  limited  to  existing  roads, 
trails  and  washes). 

Planning  Area  B 

Ash  Meadows  Pup  Fish  Area,  13,000 
acres  (closed  to  competitive  events, 
and  other  vehicles  are  restricted  to 
existing  roads,  trails,  and  washes). 

Big  Dune,  126  acres  (closed  to  com- 
petitive events) . 

Open 

The  remainder  of  the  area  will  be  des- 
ignated as  open.  Applications  for 
commercial  or  competitive  special  rec- 
reation use  permits  in  areas  desig- 
nated as  open  will  be  analyzed  through 
the  special  recreation  use  permit/ 
environmental  assessment  process  to 
determine  what  impacts  may  occur. 
These  potential  impacts  will  then  be 
weighed  against  resource  values  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  special 
recreation  use  permits  will  be  author- 
ized. 

RANGE  MANAGEMENT 
Selective  Management 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  BLM  to  address 
rangeland  management  problems  through 
a selective  management  approach.  The 
BLM  has  developed  three  categories 
into  which  allotments  will  be  grouped 
according  to  their  resource  needs  and 
potential  for  improvement.  The  names 


and  objectives  of  the  three  categories 
are:  1)  (M)  maintain  the  current  sat- 
isfactory condition;  2)  (I)  improve 

the  current  unsatisfactory  condition; 
and  3)  (G)  manage  in  a custodial  fash- 
ion. 

The  implementation  of  intensive  graz- 
ing management  will  be  accomplished 
through  livestock  grazing  allotment 
management  plans  (AMPs)  . Allotments 
in  the  "improve"  category  are  given 
first  priority  for  development  of 
plans  to  resolve  identified  problems. 
Second  priority  for  livestock  grazing 
AMP  development  is  given  to  "maintain" 
category  allotments  and  third  priority 
is  assigned  to  "custodial"  category 
allotments.  Although  range 

improvements  are  not  proposed  on  third 
priority  allotments  in  this  RMP,  some 
minor  rangeland  improvements  may  be 
developed  as  the  need  arises,  or  if 
private  funds  become  available. 

The  potential  for  improvement  of  each 
allotment  has  been  determined  by  es- 
timating its  present  range  condition 
and  analyzing  its  resource  potential, 
presence  of  user  conflicts,  oppor- 
tunity for  positive  economic  return, 
and  present  management.  A complete 
listing  of  the  specific  criteria  used 
to  evaluate  the  RMP  area’s  grazing 
allotments  appears  in  Appendix  B, 
Table  1. 

The  initial  allotment  categorizations 
shown  in  Draft  Appendix  B,  Table  2, 
are  sub-  ject  to  change.  Allotments 
may  be  placed  into  different 
categories  in  the  future  as  allotment 
evaluations  show  changed  conditions. 

Allotment  Management  Plans 

Resource  opportunities,  problems  and/ 
or  conflicts  have  been  identified  for 
each  allotment.  In  addition,  resource 
management  objectives  for  each  allot- 
ment have  been  developed  by  focusing 
on  these  identified  opportunities, 
problems,  and/or  conflicts  (see  Draft 
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Appendix  C).  Future  management  pres- 
criptions, including  approval  of  al- 
lotment management  plans  (AMPs)  will 
be  tailored  to  meet  these  objectives. 
These  plans  will  be  multiple-use  in 
nature  and  coordinated  with  wildlife 
(HMPs)  and  wild  horse  plans  (HMAPs). 
Key  components  of  AMPs  are  management 
objectives,  grazing  systems,  range 
improvements  and  monitoring  studies. 

Grazing  Treatments  and  Systems 

Grazing  treatments  are  the  building 
blocks  of  a grazing  system,  and  are 
designed  to  improve  rangeland  con- 
dition by  manipulating  livestock  graz- 
ing to  accomplish  the  objectives  of 
management.  The  deferment  of  grazing 
or  complete  rest  from  grazing  during 
the  critical  growth  period  of  key  man- 
agement species  allows  these  species 
to  maintain  and/or  increase  their  den- 
sity, percent  composition,  vigor,  pro- 
duction and  reproduction.  Where  in- 
tensive grazing  management  systems  are 
implemented,  utilization  levels  may  be 
exceeded  during  each  grazing  cycle. 
The  periodic  rest  from  grazing  would 
allow  the  key  management  species  to 
increase  in  vigor  and  production. 

Movement  of  livestock  in  I allotments 
without  interior  pasture  fences  would 
be  controlled  by  manipulating  water 
sources . This  would  be  done  in  a man- 
ner which  achieves  the  grazing  use 
prescribed  in  the  following 
treatments.  For  I allotments  with 
interior  fencing,  each  pasture  would 
receive  these  treatments. 

Treatment  1 

Graze  livestock  yearlong  or  seasonlong 
for  livestock  production. 

Treatment  2 

Rest  from  livestock  grazing  one  year 
or  grazing  season  to  provide  for  vigor 
of  key  management  species . 


Treatment  3 

Defer  livestock  grazing  until  after 
seedripe  of  key  management  species  to 
promote  reproduction. 

Livestock  Use  Adjustments 

Livestock  use  adjustments  are  most 
often  made  by  changing  one  or  more  of 
the  following:  the  class  of  livestock 
grazing  an  allotment,  the  season  of 
use,  the  stocking  rate,  or  the  pattern 
of  grazing.  All  livestock  use  adjust- 
ments will  be  implemented  through  doc- 
umented mutual  agreement  or  by  decis- 
ion. When  adjustments  are  made 
through  mutual  agreement,  they  may  be 
implemented  once  the  rangeland  program 
summary  has  been  through  a public  re- 
view period.  When  livestock  use  ad- 
justments are  implemented  by  decision, 
the  decision  will  be  based  on  operator 
consultation,  range  survey  data,  and 
monitoring  of  resource  conditions. 
Current  BLM  policy  emphasizes  the  use 
of  a systematic  monitoring  program  to 
identify  the  need  for  livestock  ad- 
justments . 

Monitoring  will  also  be  used  to  meas- 
ure the  changes  brought  about  by  new 
livestock  management  practices  and  to 
evaluate  the  effectivess  of  management 
changes  in  meeting  stated  objectives. 

Range  Improvements 

Range  improvements  will  be  implemented 
to  achieve  specific  resource  manage- 
ment objectives.  Development  of  range 
improvement  projects  will  include  the 
following  procedures: 

Environmental  analysis  will  be  con- 
ducted during  project  planning  so 
that,  depending  on  impacts,  modifi- 
cation or  abandonment  of  the  project 
may  be  decided. 
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tivity  plans  subsequent  to  the  EIS . 
Such  improvements  will  be  analyzed 
on  an  allotment  basis.  The  B/C  an- 
alysis will  be  performed  in  compli- 
ance with  BLM  policy. 

Only  the  minimal  clearing  of  veget- 
ation will  be  allowed  on  project 
sites  requiring  excavation. 

Alteration  of  sagebrush  areas  either 
through  application  of  herbicides, 
prescribed  burning,  or  by  mechanical 
means  will  be  in  accordance  with 
procedures  specified  in  the  Memor- 
andum of  Understanding  between  the 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  and 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  relating 
to  the  Western  States  Sage  Grouse 
Guidelines . 

Active  raptor  nests  adjacent  to  ar- 
eas proposed  for  vegetation  manipu- 
lation will  be  protected.  On-the- 
ground  work  will  be  confined  to  the 
period  preceding  nesting  activity  or 
after  the  young  have  fledged  (left 
the  nest)  . Areas  containing  suit- 
able nesting  habitat  will  be  inven- 
toried for  active  raptor  nests  prior 
to  initiation  of  any  project. 

Soils  inventories  will  be  completed 
prior  to  planning  vegetation  type 
conversions  to  determine  land  treat- 
ment feasibility. 

Fire  management  plans  will  be  devel- 
oped before  any  prescribed  burning 
occurs  on  any  native  vegetation. 

Fence  construction  must  comply  with 
BLM  Manual  1737  and  NSO  Manual  Sup- 
plement 4730.  Lay-down  fences  will 
be  constructed  in  wildlife  and  wild 
horse  areas  if  necessary  and  feas- 
ible. Fences  in  wild  horse  areas 
will  contrast  enough  with  sur- 
roundings so  as  to  be  visible  to 
horses  and  will  have  gates  installed 
at  least  once  every  mile  and  at  all 
corners. 


Spring  sources  will  be  fenced  and 
water  provided  for  livestock  and/or 
wild  horses  and  burros  away  from  the 
source  when  a spring  is  developed. 
This  will  prevent  overgrazing  and 
trampling  of  adjacent  vegetation  and 
provide  escape  areas  for  small 
wildlife . 

All  disturbed  areas  would  be  rehab- 
ilitated where  such  action  is  nec- 
essary and  practical,  to  replace 
ground  cover  and  prevent  erosion. 
Maintenance  of  structural  improve- 
ments shall  be  provided  by  the  user 
deriving  the  primary  benefit  from 
the  improvement,  through  cooperative 
agreements  and  as  specified  in  the 
BLM' s 1982  Rangeland  Improvement 
Policy . 

Water  will  be  made  available  in  al- 
lotments and  rested  pastures  for 
wild  horses  and  wildlife,  wherever 
feasible . 

Where  the  need  is  identified  for 
wildlife  use,  water  improvements 
will  include  bird  ramps  in  watering 
troughs,  drinkers  along  pipelines, 
overflows  at  troughs  and  protected 
seep  areas. 

Monitoring  Program 

The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  pro- 
vide the  BLM  with  reliable  data  to 
determine  if  livestock,  wild  horse, 
and  wildlife  management  prescriptions 
are  meeting  resource  management  objec- 
tives . It  incorporates  approved  meth- 
ods contained  in  the  1981  Range  Stud- 
ies Task  Group  monitoring  procedures 
(Range  Studies  Task  Group,  1981),  the 
draft  Bureau  Monitoring  Studies  Manual 
4400  (USDI,  BLM)  which  includes  three 
technical  reports  outlining  monitoring 
procedures  and  the  Nevada  Wildlife 
Manual  Supplement  6630  and  Fisheries 
Supplement  6670  (USDI,  BLM). 
Vegetation  monitoring  will  include: 
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Utilization:  BLM  uses  the  Key  For- 

age Plan  Method  — an  ocular  estim- 
ate for  judging  utilization  of  key 
species  by  weight.  In  this  method, 
the  examiner  divides  noticeable 
utilization  among  six  classes  of  use 
within  a key  management  area;  no  use 
(0  percent),  slight  (1-20  percent), 
light  (21-40  percent),  moderate 
(41-60  percent),  heavy  (61-80 
percent),  and  severe  (81-100)  per- 
cent) . This  method  will  be  used  in 
key  areas.  In  addition,  a map  of 
utilization  patterns  will  be  devel- 
oped for  the  entire  allotment. 

Actual  Use:  Livestock  operators 

will  provide  records  of  actual  live- 
stock use.  Use  by  wild  horses  will 
be  determined  through  census  figures 
with  refinement  based  on  actual 
season-of-use  data  as  available. 
Actual  use  and  season-of  use  by  big 
game  animals  will  be  determined  in 
cooperation  with  the  Nevada 
Department  of  Wildlife. 

Climatic  Data:  Annual  precipitation 

and  length  of  growing  season  have  a 
marked  influence  on  seasonal  veg- 
etation growth  and  production. 
Official  weather  stations,  BLM  and 
Nevada  State  climatic  stations  will 
provide  the  climatic  data.  This 
data  will  be  used  to  correlate  seas- 
onal weather  to  plant  growth 
throughout  the  RMP  area  as 
determined  by  the  utilization  and 
trend  studies. 

Condition  and  Trend:  Condition  of  a 

range  site  is  determined  by  com- 
paring composition  by  air-dry  weight 
of  the  present  plant  association 
with  that  of  the  site’s  potential 
plant  community.  Trend  is  the  dir- 
ection of  change  in  condition  of  the 
range  observed  over  time.  Changes 
in  trend  are  categorized  as  upward, 
downward,  or  not  apparent.  From 
three  to  five  years  of  observation 
are  needed  before  any  trend  can  be 
detected  on  most  range  sites.  Trend 


is  measured  by  using  several  meth- 
ods, primarily  by  noting  changes  in 
the  frequency  of  key  species  in  key 
areas  over  time,  using  the  Quadrat 
Frequency  Method.  Additional  monit- 
oring will  be  conducted  in  crucial 
wildlife  and  wild  horse  areas.  In- 
formation gained  through  these  ef- 
forts and  other  studies  will  be  used 
in  making  any  grazing  decision.  For 
more  detailed  information  on  these 
monitoring  procedures,  refer  to  the 
1981  Final  Nevada  Range  Monitoring 
Procedures  (Range  Studies  Task 
Group,  1981),  BLM  Technical 
References  4400-1,  2 and  3 and  draft 
4400-4  (USDI , BLM)  and  the  Nevada 
Wildlife  Manual  Supplement  6630 
(USDI,  BLM,  Aug.  1982). 

The  monitoring  program  for  those  al- 
lotments in  the  "maintain"  and  "cus- 
todial" categories  will  be  of  low  in- 
tensity. For  the  "improve"  category 
allotments,  monitoring  intensity  will 
be  variable,  focusing  on  the  effects 
of  management  prescriptions  on  objec- 
tives outlined  in  Appendix  C of  the 
draft  and  any  other  objectives 
developed  through  consultation  and 
coordination  with  interested  parties 
and  AMP  development . 

WILDLIFE 

The  development  of  wildlife  habitat 
improvement  projects  will  be  guided  by 
wildlife  habitat  management  plans 
(HMPs) . The  development  of  plans  will 
be  closely  coordinated  with  livestock 
and  wild  horse  plans  and  other  re- 
source plans  to  meet  the  objectives  of 
both  programs.  Wildlife  HMPs  will 
address  four  major  themes:  management 

of  crucial  habitats  to  provide  for 
threatened,  endangered,  or  sensitive 
species  where  present;  management  of 
big  game  ranges  to  provide  habitat  for 
reasonable  numbers  of  animals  over  the 
long  term;  improvement  of  riparian, 
wetland,  and  aquatic  habitats;  and, 
management  of  other  habitats  to  meet 
needs  of  upland  game  and  nongame  an- 
imals . 
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Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  improve- 
ment measures  could  include  managing 
livestock  through  grazing  systems  con- 
sistent with  maintaining  riparian  veg- 
etation in  optimum  condition,  pasture 
fencing,  or  fencing  areas  to  exclude 
livestock  and  wild  horses.  Whether  to 
use  protective  fencing,  grazing  sys- 
tems, some  other  appropriate  measure, 
or  a combination  of  methods  will  be 
determined  on  an  individual  basis  for 
each  stream  or  riparian  area. 

WILD  HORSES  AND  BURROS 

Wild  horse  and  burro  management  will 
be  guided  by  herd  management  area 
plans  (HMAPs) . These  plans  will  be 
developed  through  consultation  and 
coordination  with  interested  parties 
and  would  be  coordinated  with  live- 
stock and  wildlife  plans  and  other 
resource  plans.  They  will  focus  on 
wild  horse  and  burro  management 
through  determination  of  proper  horse 
use  levels,  population  management, 
habitat  improvement  such  as  the  devel- 
opment of  water  sources,  and  pop- 
ulation and  habitat  monitoring  studies. 

THREATENED,  ENDANGERED  AND  SENSITIVE 
SPECIES 

No  activities  will  be  permitted  in 
habitat  for  threatened,  endangered  or 
sensitive  species  that  would  jeop- 
ardize the  continued  existence  of  such 
species.  Whenever  possible,  manage- 
ment actions  in  habitat  for  threat- 
ened, endangered  or  sensitive  species 
will  be  designed  to  benefit  these  spe- 
cies through  habitat  improvement.  All 
project  work  will  require  a threat- 
ened, endangered,  or  sensitive  species 
clearance  before  implementation.  Con- 
sultation with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  per  Section  7 of  the  Endan- 
gered Species  Act  is  necessary  if  a 
threatened,  endangered  or  proposed 
threatened  or  endangered  species,  or 
its  habitat  may  be  impacted.  Other 
species  considered  sensitive  but  not 


under  the  protection  of  the  Act  are 
given  special  management  consideration 
by  Bureau  policy.  If  adverse  impacts 
to  these  other  sensitive  species  are 
identified  during  project  planning, 
the  project  will  be  modified  to  avoid 
these  impacts. 

MINERALS  AND  ENERGY 

Minerals 

All  public  land  is  open  to  mineral 
entry  and  development  unless  pre- 
viously withdrawn.  Mineral  explor- 
ation and  development  on  public  land 
will  be  regulated  under  43  CFR  3800  to 
prevent  unnecessary  and  undue  degra- 
dation of  the  land.  Validity  examin- 
ations may  be  requested  under  the  fol- 
lowing conditions: 

Where  a mineral  patent  application 
has  been  filed  and  a field  examin- 
ation is  required  to  verify  the  val- 
idity of  the  claim(s); 

When  there  is  a conflict  with  a dis- 
posal application  or  where  the  stat- 
ute authorizing  the  disposal  re- 
quires clearance  of  any  encumbrance. 

All  public  land  is  open  to  geothermal, 
oil  and  gas  leasing  with  no  special 
stipulations  except  in  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  areas.  In  these  areas,  lease 
applications  are  processed  on  a case- 
by-case  basis  to  evaluate  if  there  is 
a need  for  special  stipulations. 

In  1982  all  mineral  withdrawals  and 
segregations  in  the  RMP  were  reviewed 
to  determine  if  they  were  still  neces- 
sary for  their  intended  purpose.  See 
Draft  Table  2-1  for  a breakdown  of 
existing  withdrawals  and 
Classification  and  Multiple  Use  (CMU) 
Act  segregations  and  their  status. 
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In  summary,  99.86  percent  of  the  RMP 
area  is  open  to  mineral  entry  and  .14 
percent  is  closed  by  either  with- 
drawals or  CMU  segregations.  Restric- 
tions on  geothermal,  oil  and  gas  leas- 
ing occur  on  6 percent  of  the  area 
with  the  remainder  of  the  area  open 
with  no  special  stipulations. 
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TABLE  2-1 

ACREAGE  RECOMMENDED  SUITABLE  FOR  WILDERNESS  DESIGNATION 

IN  THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 


Wilderness  Study  Area  Suitable  Acres  Nonsuitable  Acres 


Planning  Area  A 

Grapevine  Mountains  (NV-060-335) 
Pigeon  Spring  (NV-060-350) 

Queer  Mountain  (Nv-060-354) 

Silver  Peak  Range  (NV-060-338)  17, 

0 

0 

0 

850a/ 

66,800 

3,575 

81,550 

17,234 

Subtotal 

17,850a/ 

169,159 

Planning  Area  B 

Resting  Springs  (NV-050-460) 

0 

3,850 

Subtotal 

0 

3,850 

Total 

17, 

850a/ 

173,009 

a/  Includes  1,184  acres  added  to  enhance  manageability. 


TABLE  2-2 

LAND  DISPOSAL  BY  AREA 


Area 

County 

Acres 

Planning  Area  A 

Beatty 

Nye 

10,726 

Blair  Junction 

Esmeralda 

690 

Coaldale 

Esmeralda 

530 

Fish  Lake  Valley  Esmeralda 

20,885 

Goldfield 

Esmeralda 

2,674 

Goldpoint 

Esmeralda 

1,540 

Lida 

Esmeralda 

570 

Millers 

Esmeralda 

2,720 

Scottys  Junction  Nye 

3,660 

Silverpeak 

Esmeralda 

1,080 

Tonopah 

Esmeralda 

2,674 

Subtotal 

47,749 

Planning  Area  B 

Amargosa 

Nye 

26,880 

Lathrop  Wells 

Nye 

5,240 

Pahrump 

Nye 

15,080 

Subtotal 

47,200 

Grand  Total 

94,949 
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Chapter  3 

REVISIONS  AND  ERRATA 


This  chapter  contains  revisions  and 
additions  to  the  text  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  It  also  contains  errata  of 
sections  not  reprinted  in  this  final. 

Paragraphs  referred  to  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  are  numbered  consecutively, 
beginning  with  the  first  paragraph  of 
each  page. 

SUMMARY 

National  Forest  lands  identified  on 
the  Location  Map  and  all  subsequent 
maps  should  be  changed  from  "Toiyabe 
National  Forest"  to  "Inyo  National 
Forest ." 


The  last  sentence  of  the  fifth 
paragraph  on  page  62  is  changed  to 
read  "No  exploration  has  been 
documented  in  the  WSA  and  there  are  no 
leases  or  application." 

The  last  sentence  of  the  seventh 
paragraph  on  page  63  is  changed  to 
read  "No  exploration  has  been 
documented  in  the  WSA  and  there  are  no 
leases  or  applications." 

The  ninth  paragraph  on  page  65  is 
changed  to  read  "The  State  of  Nevada 
is  undrerepresented  in  the  NWPS  with 
only  one  designated  area,  the  Jarbidge 
Wilderness,  on  the  Idaho  border." 


CHAPTER  2 

Draft-Table  2-1  has  been  corrected  and 
reprinted  at  the  end  of  this  chapter. 

The  figure  on  Table  2-5,  page  33, 
second  column  total  is  changed  from 
"1,443.185"  to  ”1,443,185". 

CHAPTER  3 


The  fifth  paragraph  of  page  76  has 
been  deleted  from  the  draft. 

The  "Metallic  Minerals"  subsection  on 
page  61  and  "Silver  Peak  Range" 
subsection  on  page  64  has  been  revised 
as  follows  based  on  additional  data 
received  from  the  Nevada  Bureau  of 
Mines,  Nevada  Department  of  Minerals 
and  public  comment  and  input. 


The  first  sentence  of  the  fifth  para- 
graph on  page  41  is  changed  to  read 
"There  is  a constant  attrition  of 
these  resources  as  surface  disturbing 
activities  relating  to  mining,  ranch- 
ing, farming  and  the  like  take  their 
toll  along  with  natural  processes, 
such  as  erosion." 

The  second  sentence  of  the  seventh 
paragraph  on  page  57  is  changed  to 
read  "These  allotments  include 
1,858,554  acres  or  approximately  50 
percent  of  the  RMP  area." 

Period-of-use  for  the  White  Wolf  al- 
lotment in  Table  3-8  on  page  58  is 
changed  from  9/15-1/15;  to  9/15-11/15, 
3/15-to  6/15. 


METALLIC  MINERALS 


Antimony,  copper,  gold,  iron,  lead, 
lithium,  mercury,  molybdenum,  silver, 
tungsten  and  zinc  have  been  produced 
commercially  in  the  RMP  area.  Gold  by 
far  has  been  the  most  important 
product,  with  more  than  70  percent  of 
the  recorded  production  coming  from 
the  Goldfield  District. 


The  Goldfield  deposits,  which  have 
yielded  about  4,200,000  ounces,  are 
irregular  bodies  in  silicified, 
alunitized  Tertiary  dacite  and 
andesite.  A narrow  zone  about 
three-fourths  of  a mile  long  and 
dipping  gently  east  contains  the 
principal  deposits. 


The  gold  ore  of  the  Silver  Peak 
district  consists  chiefly  of 
lenticular  auriferous  quartz  veins 
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that  replace  rather  highly  folded 
moderately  metamorphosed  sedimentary 
beds  of  the  Wyman  Formation.  The  gold 
is  usually  finely  dissenminated  and  in 
a free  state  although  it  is  also 
contained  in  scattered  pyrite  and  rare 
galena.  Values  are  not  regular.  The 
quartz  veins  thicken  or  wedge  out 
irregularly  on  strike.  The  Silver 
Peak  district  has  yielded  more  than 
half  a million  ounces  of  gold. 

Esmeralda  County  has  produced 
approximately  12.5  million  ounces  of 
silver  from  the  same  15  mining 
districts  that  have  yielded  the  gold. 
The  leading  producing  area  has  been 
the  Silver  Peak  district  (including 
Mineral  Ridge  and  the  Red  Mountain 
areas)  with  more  than  5 million 
ounces,  followed  in  descending  order 
by  the  Divide,  Goldfield,  Tonopah 
(within  Esmeralda  County  lines),  Lone 
Mountain  (including  Weepah) , 
Hornsilver,  Klondyke,  Lida,  and 
Montezuma  districts.  The  Cuprite, 
Dyer,  Gilbert,  Palmetto,  Sylvania,  and 
Tokop  districts  have  been  relatively 
minor  producers. 

SILVER  PEAK  RANGE 

Pre-Cambrian  Paleozoic  basement  rocks 
are  exposed  along  the  northern  and 
southern  margins  of  the  WSA  and 
smaller  exposures  of  the  rocks  are 
also  found  near  the  western  edge  of 
the  WSA.  Intruding  the  older 
sediments  are  Mesozoic  plutons  and 
smaller  bodies  of  pegmatites  as  well 
as  aplite  and  latite  dikes. 
Mineralization  associated  with  these 
intursives  has  been  identified  to  the 
northeast  in  the  Mineral  Ridge 
district  and  to  the  west  in  the  Dyer 
district . 

The  central  highland  of  the  Silver 
Peak  Range  lies  between  the  areas  of 
basement  rock  and  consists  of  late 
Pliocene  tuffs  and  flows  that 
originated  from  the  Silver  Peak 


Caldera.  The  caldera  has  its  center 
about  3 to  4 miles  northeast  of  Piper 
Peak  and  is  about  4 by  8 miles 
across.  Early  caldera  erruptions 
produced  rhyolitic  to  andesitic  lava 
flows  interbedded  with  airfall  tuffs 
and  waterlaid  sediments.  Later 

subsidence  produced  northeast 

striking,  high-angle  faults  that 
became  mineralized  during  the  later 
stages  of  the  caldera  cycle,  (Keith, 
1977).  Fluids  released  after 

volcanism  ceased  deposited  the 
silver-bearing  quartz  veins  of  the  Red 
Mountain  district,  and  there  are 
indications  that  similar 

mineralization  is  very  close  to  the 

WSA  or  even  within  it. 

Previous  mineral  productions  has  come 
mainly  from  the  Mineral  Ridge  and  Red 
Mountain  districts,  immediately 

northeast  of  the  WSA.  The  Mineral 
Ridge  district  produced  about  $13 
million  in  gold  during  the  1860s, 
1870s  and  1930s  which  would  be  worth 
about  $200  million  at  modern  prices. 
The  Red  Mountain  district  produced 
about  $3  million  in  the  late  1930s 
which  would  be  worth  about  $30  million 
at  modern  prices . There  are  records 
of  three  major  productive  mines  in  the 
area:  the  16-to-l,  the  Mohawk  and  the 

Nivloc.  Several  other  small  mines  and 
prospects  exists  in  the  area  as  well. 
The  16-to-l  mine,  currently  operating, 
has  reserves  of  1.1  million  tons 
grading  at  0.035  ounces  gold/ ton  and 
eight  ounces  silver/ton  according  to 
published  reports.  The  Mohawk  mine 
has  seven  targets  possibly  containing 
150,000  tons  of  ore,  according  to  Veta 
Grande . The  Nivloc  mine  produced 
nearly  $4  million  in  silver  between 
1937  and  1943.  The  Dyer  district,  on 
the  western  edge  of  the  WSA,  has 
produced  $13,000  mainly  in  silver, 
(Nevada  Department  of  Minerals, 
testimony  submitted  during  public 
comment  period) . 
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The  geochemistry  of  the  Dyer  district 
shows  a distinct  base-metal, 
precious-metal  mineralization 
associated  with  quartz  veins  along  NW 
structures.  Elements  of  the  same 
mineralization,  especially  lead  and 
mercury,  are  associated  with  similar 
rocks  and  structures  and  can  be 
extended  along  the  entire  western  side 
of  the  WSA. 

A second  very  distinct  mineral 
association  between  tungsten  and  skarn 
deposits  can  be  made  for  the  same 
area.  The  proximity  of  the  older 
sediments  to  granitic  rocks  is 
apparent;  the  location  of  tungsten 
mineralization  is  not  apparent.  The 
tungsten  anomalies  extend  for  over 
five  miles  down  the  western  side  of 
the  range  and  involve  five  major 
drainages.  The  unknown  source  or 
sources  of  tungsten  are  from  the  east 
in  the  direction  of  the  WSA. 

Six  different  drainage  systems  along 
the  same  (western)  side  of  the  range 
are  anomalous  in  mercury,  one  drainage 
hosts  a known  mercury  deposit.  Some 
anomalous  drainages  originate  far  to 
the  east,  well  within  the  WSA  and  near 
the  western  boundary  of  the  Silver 
Peak  caldera.  The  presence  of 
anomalous  mercury  in  these  drainages 
could  very  well  indicate  the  presence 
of  undiscovered  precious  metal 
deposits  somewhere  in  the  area  served 
by  the  drainage  system. 

The  correlation  between  the 
geochemistry  and  mineralization  of  the 
precious-metal  deposits  of  the  Red 
Mountain  district  and  their 
relationship  to  the  Silver  Peak 
caldera  has  been  made.  Sunshine 
Mining  Company,  who  operates  the  16  to 
1 Mine  just  east  of  the  WSA,  has 
submitted  geochemical,  mapping  and 
modeling  data  which  support  the 
caldera  model  as  well  as  other 
geologic  indicators  which  show  strong 
NE-SW  trending  structures  which  hold 


economic  mineralization  present  in  the 
Red  Mountain  District  and  that  these 
structures  may  extend  into  the  Silver 
Peak  Range  WSA,  (Sunshine  Mining 
Company,  letter  of  February  15,  1985 
comment  letter  #51) . These  structures 
are  parallel  to  mineralized 
NE-trending  structures  outside  of  the 
WSA,  and  they  have  geochemical 
anomalies  associated  with  them  that 
are  similar  to  the  mineralization  in 
the  Red  Mountain  deposits. 

The  only  localized  area  within  the  WSA 
without  apparent  mineralization 
exposed  at  surface  or  revealed  by 
samples  from  drainages  which  cut  it  is 
in  the  southeastern  quarter  especially 
along  the  eastern  end  of  McAfee 
Canyon.  This  area  is  covered  by  a 
thick  layer  of  air-fall  and  ash  flow 
tuffs  that  have  no  apparent 
mineralization. 

Comments  received  during  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  comment  period  from 
Inspiration  Mines  Inc.  operator  of  the 
Sanger  Mine  located  within  the  Red 
Mountain  District,  indicate 
mineralized  veins  aligned 
northeast-southwest  along  local  faults 
which  trend  for  roughly  eight  miles 
crossing  the  southeast  side  of  the 
WSA.  Because  of  this,  there  may  be 
good  chances  of  finding  additional  ore 
deposits  within  the  WSA.  However,  the 
Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines  Geochemical 
Report  indicated  that  a lack  of 
mineralization  in  this  portion  of  the 
WSA  and  therefore  gave  it  a low 
favorability  for  metallic  minerals. 

Patented  claims  in  the  vicinity  are 
all  in  the  Mineral  Ridge  and  Red 
Mountain  Districts,  well  to  the  east 
of  the  WSA.  There  are  a great  many 
unpatented  claims  outside  the  WSA  most 
of  which  are  in  the  two  mining 
districts.  Two  large  blocks  of  claims 
are  located  adjacent  to  the  WSA  in 
altered  rocks  which  may  be  an 
extension  of  the  Red  Mountain 
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District.  One  block  claimed  by  the 
Sunshine  Mining  Co.  is  located  near 
the  east  boundary  in  the  vicinity  of 
Mud  Spring.  The  other  block  is 

adjacent  to  the  north  boundary. 

Within  the  WSA  itself,  there  are  186 
acres  of  claims  of  which  62  acres  are 
pre-FLPMA. 


CHAPTER  4 

Table  4-1  on  page  89  of  the  draft  is 
changed  to  show  on  the  "Grand  Total" 
line  that  14  percent  of  the  area  will 
be  in  "Mid  Serai"  stage  and  78  percent 
of  the  area  will  be  in  "Late  Serai" 
stage. 


Three  and  one-half  percent  of  the  WSA 
is  classified  as  highly  favorable  for 
metallic  minerals  and  is  located  along 
the  eastern  boundary.  Seventy-four 
percent  of  the  WSA  is  classified  as 
having  a moderate  favorability  for 
minerals.  Bracketed  by  producing 
mines  and  prospects,  the  WSA  stands 
out  as  an  area  with  potential  for 
continued  exploration.  Additional 
evaluations  in  and  adjoining  the  WSA 
are  being  conducted  by  both  private 
industry,  and  governmental  agencies. 

No  non-metallic  resources  are  known  to 
occur  in  the  WSA.  However,  since  any 
mineral  material  may  have  a market  as 
a non-metallic  resource,  the  entire 
WSA  is  rated  as  having  a low 
favorability  for  nonmetallics . 


The  first  sentence  of  the  fourth  para- 
graph on  page  90  is  changed  to  "Areas 
proposed  for  seedings  and  watershed 
rehabilitation  have  high  potential  and 
are  presently  in  an  early  or  mid  serai 
stage. " 

The  first  sentence  of  the  fourth  para- 
graph on  page  102  is  changed  to  read 
"Of  the  17,850  acres  of  the  Silver 
Peak  Range  recommended  as  suitable, 
13,830  acres  are  classified  as  moder- 
ately favorable  for  metallic  minerals 
and  60  acres  are  classified  as  highly 
favorable  for  metallic  minerals." 

The  third  sentence  of  the  fifth 
paragraph  on  page  106  is  changed  to 
read  "Approximately  528  acres  of 
Meadow  would  advance  toward  its 


potential  plant 

community,  170 

acres 

There  are  no 

oil  and  gas  leases 

or 

would  remain 

in  its  present 

applications 

in  the  WSA. 

The 

WSA 

has 

successional  status,  and  5,667 

acres 

no  indicated 

favorability 

for 

oil 

and 

would  regress 

to  an  earlier 

serai 

gas. 

stage." 

There  are  no  geothermal  applications 
or  leases  in  the  WSA  but  there  are  two 
large  blocks  of  leases  adjacent  to  the 
northwestern  and  eastern  boundaries. 
Geothermal  exploration  is  taking  place 
in  adjacent  Fish  Lake  VAlley  where 
there  area  over  25,000  acres  of 
leases.  One  major  geothermal  company 
is  exploring  and  considering 
geothermal  power  development  in  Fish 
Lake  Valley.  The  entire  WSA  is  rated 
as  moderately  favorable  for  geothermal 
resources . 


The  second  and  third  sentence  of  the 
eight  paragraph  on  page  115  is  changed 
to  read  "The  vegetative  succession  of 
approximately  528  acres  of  meadow 


would 

advance 

towards  its  natural 

potential  plant 

community,  while  170 

acres 

would  remain  in  the  present 

serai 

status . 

About  5,662  acres  of 

meadows 

would  regress  in  successional 

stage. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  fourth 
paragraph  on  page  140  is  changed  to 
read  "About  55  acres  of  streambank 
riparian  vegetation  would  remain  in 
its  present  condition  or  improve,  50 
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acres  would  remain  in  present  con- 
dition or  decline,  and  20  acres  would 
remain  in  its  present  condition." 

The  fourth  sentence  of  the  fourth  par- 
agraph on  page  140  starting  with 
"Another  50  acres....",  is  deleted. 

The  second  sentence  of  the  sixth 
paragraph  on  page  140  is  changed  to 
read,  "Burros  would  only  be  slightly 
reduced  in  the  Bullfrog  Herd  Area  and, 
therefore,  are  expected  to  continue  to 
impact  50  acres  of  Amargosa  River 
vegetation. " 

On  page  142  insert  this  sentence  be- 
fore the  first  complete  sentence  in 
the  first  paragraph  "Twenty  acres  of 
wet  meadows  vegetation  will  not  be 
impacted  and  will  remain  in  raid-seral 
status ." 

APPENDICES 

Under  the  "Resource  Management  Objec- 
tives" column  of  Appendix  C on  page 
164  for  the  Magruder  Mountain  Allot- 
ment the  second  sentence  is  changed  to 
read  "Improve  range  condition  in  the 
Palmetto  wash  area...." 

The  second  sentence  of  the  sixth  para- 
graph on  page  120  is  changed  to  read, 
"The  loamy  bottom  3-12"  p.z.  (29-3), 
saline  meadows  3-12"  p.z.  (29-2)  and 
loamy  upland  5-8"  p.z.  (29-16)  eco- 
logical (range)  sites  are  some  ex- 
amples . 

The  subheading  "Category"  on  Appendix 
K on  pages  190  and  191  is  amended  by 
the  addition  of  footnote  "b/." 

Under  subheading,  "Ecological  site 
Name  and  Precipitation  Zone  (inches 
per  year)"  of  Appendix  C on  pages  192 
and  192(a)  all  "p.2."  are  changed  to 
read  "p.z." 

Under  the  subheading  "Dominant  Poten- 
tial Plant  Species"  on  Appendix  C on 
pages  192  and  192(a)  the  following 


symbols  are  changed;  for  site  27x60 
change  "0BHY"  to  " 0RHY" ; for  28x11 
delete  "HIJA,  EPNE"  and  add  "SITCQ  4"; 
for  29  and  21  change  "JIJA"  to  "HIJA." 

Under  the  subheading  "Yield  (pounds)" 
of  Appendix  L on  pages  192  and  192(a), 
the  following  weights  are  changed;  for 
site  28x11,  change  "850-700-40077"  to 
"950-700-400”;  for  30x24  change 
"1600-90-300"  to  "1600-900-300." 

Under  subheading  "Elevation  (feet)"  of 
Appendix  C on  pages  192  and  192(a), 
the  following  is  changed;  for  site 
28x11  delete  "774";  for  29x17  change 
"774"  to  "6500-4400";  for  29x44 
through  29x69  (except  29x63)  and  30x71 
and  30x73  add  "00” after  each  elevation 
in  feet. 
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(DRAFT)  TABLE  2-1 

STATUS  OF  EXISTING  WITHDRAWALS  AND  CLASSIFICATION 
AND  MULTIPLE  USE  SEGREGATIONS 


name/number 

LOCATION  SIZE  (ACRES) 

STATUS 

Ash  Meadows 
EDO  5387 
(withdrawal) 

T.17S.  ,R.50E.M.D.M. 
Section  14,  lot  11, 
Section  35,  SWl/4 
NE1/4.S1/2  NEl/4 
SE1/4,  SE  1/4  SE  1/4 

136.84 

Recommended 

for 

retention 

Pmyon-Joshua 
Transition 
Research  Natural 
PLO  3530 
(withdrawal) 

T.3S.  ,R.38E.M.D.M. 
Section  32,  all 

640 

Recommended 

for 

Revocation 

Devils  Hole 

(N-257B) 

(C&MU) 

T.17S. , R.5QE.  MDM 
Sec.35,El/2NEL/4,Nl/2 
NEl/4  SEL/4, Sec. 36, 
NEl/4,Wl/2,Nl/2SEl/4, 
SE1/4SE1/4 

1919.77 

Recommended 

for 

Retention 

T.13S.  ,R.51E.  ,MDM 
Sec. 31,  NEL/4NEl/4,Wl/2 
El/2, Wl/2 

T.18S. , R.50E.,  MDM. 
Sec.l,  Nl/2Nl/2,Sec.2. , 
NEl/4 

T.18S.  ,R.51E. , MDM. 

Sec  6.  lots  2 through  6, 
SW  1/4  NE  1/4, 

SEl/4  MIL/4, NEl/4  SWl/4, 
SEl/4 

Jack  Rabbit 
Spring  (N-3319) 
(C&MU) 

T.18S.  ,R.  51E.  MDM 
Sec. 18, SWl/4  NML/4, 
wl/2  SEl/4  NWl/4 

60 

Recommended 

for 

Retention 

Warm  Springs 

Pupfish 

(N-27612) 

T.17S. , R.70E.,MDM 
Sec.26,Sl/2;Sec.34,NE  1/4; 
Sec.35,N  1/2  ML/2, SE  1/4  NEl/4, 
SW  1/4  NWl/4,  Wl/2  SW  1/4, N 1/2 
NE  1/4  SE  1/4,  NW  1/4,  SE  1/4; 
Sec. 36,  W 1/2.T.18S. , R.  50  E. 
Sec.  1,  Lots  3 and  4; 

Sec.  2,  Lots  1 and  2,  S 1/4 
NE  1/2. 

1419.04 

Bending 

Withdrawal 

Ash  Meadows 
(N-299L5) 

T.18S. , R.5GE.  MDM 
Sec. 13, E 1/2  SW  1/4  SE  1 / 

E 1/2  W 1/2  SW  1/4  SE  1/4; 
Sec.  24,NE  1/4  NE  1/4 
T.  18S.  ,R.51E.  MDM  Sec.  18, 
Lots  2,  3,  4,  W 1/2  SE  1/4 
JW  1/4,  E 1/2  SW  1/4;  Sec.  19, 
Lot  1,  E 1/2  NW  1/4,  SW  1/4, 
NEL/4. 

435.93 

Bending 

Withdrawal 

28 


CHAPTER  4 


CONSULTATION  AND 
COORDINATION 


Chapter  4 

CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


Consultation  and  coordination  with  all 
interested  individuals,  groups  and 
agencies  has  been  an  important  part  in 
the  development  of  the  draft 
Esmeralda-So . Nye  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  will  continue  to  play  a vital 
role  in  the  completion  of  the  Proposed 
Plan/Final  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment . 

SCOPING 

Issue  Identification 

A Notice  of  Intent  to  commence  land 
use  planning  for  the  Esmeralda- 
Southern  Nye  Planning  Area  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
March  11,  1983.  Following  this  notice 
a letter,  dated  March  16,  1983,  was 
distributed  inviting  individuals, 
organizations  and  agencies  who  may  be 
affected  by  the  RMP  to  attend  public 
workshops . These  workshops  were  held 
at  Silverpeak,  NV.,  Fish  Lake  Valley, 
NV,  Goldfield,  NV.,  Beatty,  NV.  and 
Pahrump,  NV.  on  April  5,  6,  7,  12  and 
14,  1983,  respectively.  The  purpose 
of  these  workshops  were  to  identify 
the  issues  that  should  be  addressed  by 
the  RMP.  Briefings  on  issue  ident- 
ification were  also  given  to  Nevada 
Congressional  Representatives  and 
Esmeralda  County  Commissioners  on  May 
9,  and  23,  respectively. 

During  the  issue  identification  phase 
of  the  process  49  sources  of  public 
input  produced  60  specific  comments 
which  were  grouped  into  eleven  "pot- 
ential issue"  categories.  These  cate- 
gories included  lands  and  corridors, 
cultural  resources,  forest  and  veget- 
ative products,  livestock  grazing, 
minerals,  range  management,  recreation 
and  ORV  use,  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  wilderness,  wild  horse  and 
burros  and  wildlife  habitat. 


From  these  eleven  "potential  issues", 
three  were  chosen  as  issues.  They 
are:  wilderness,  lands  and  corridors, 

and  range  management . 

Cultural  resources  were  not  chosen  as 
an  issue  because  by  law  they  are 
protected  in  addition  to  the  lack  of 
known  archaeological  sites  in  the 
planning  area. 

Areas  for  the  harvesting  of  forest  and 
vegetative  products  were  raised  as  a 
possible  issue  during  scoping.  Ho- 
wever, since  then  three  harvesting 
areas  have  been  established  which 
resolved  this  issue. 

As  explanined  in  Chapter  One,  minerals 
were  not  considered  an  issue  in  the 
RMP.  The  plan  will  encourage  mineral 
exploration  and  development  in  the  RMP 
area  with  the  exception  of  areas 
recommended  as  wilderness.  In  this 
case  impacts  to  minerals  will  be 
analyzed  as  part  of  the  wilderness 
issue. 

Recreation  was  not  considered  an  issue 
because  of  the  low  demand  for  devel- 
oped recreational  facilities  or  pro- 
grams. In  addition,  recreational  use 
is  a relatively  low  priority  compared 
with  other  uses  in  the  RMP  area.  ORV 
was  not  considered  an  issue  but  is 
addressed  in  the  plan. 

Livestock  grazing,  threathened  and 
endangered  species,  wild  horses  and 
burros  and  wildlife  habitat  are  ad- 
dressed under  the  rangeland  management 
issue . 

Alternatives 

On  April  11,  1984,  a scoping  document 
was  distributed  outling  four  potential 
alternatives  that  were  developed  from 
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the  issues  identified.  This  document 
initiated  a 45  day  comment  period  and 
invited  its  readers  to  attend  one  of 
the  four  workshops  held  during  the 
comment  period.  These  workshops  were 
held  in  Fish  Lake  Valley  NV.,  Gold- 
field, NV.,  Pahrump,  NV.  and  Las  Vegas 
NV.  Again,  a brief  eing  was  held  for 
the  Esmeralda  County  Commisioners  as 
well  as  the  Nye  County  Commissioners. 

Prior  to  the  comment  period,  meetings 
were  held  with  the  Amargosa  and  Pah- 
rump Planning  Boards  to  explain  the 
planning  process  and  to  solicit  their 
input  in  the  development  of  the  land 
issue  portion  of  the  alternatives.  As 
a result  of  these  meetings  a map  was 
submitted  to  the  BLM  which  illustrated 
which  lands  should  be  disposed  of  in 
the  Pahrump  and  Amargosa  areas  under 
Alternative  A. 

On  March  21,  1984  a meeting  with  the 

BLM  and  LJ.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS)  was  held  to  discuss  the  Draft 
Land  Protection  Plan  for  Ash  Meadows 
recently  completed  by  the  FWS . During 
this  meeting  the  relationship  between 
the  Esmeralda-So.  Nye  RMP  and  the 
proposed  Land  Protection  Plan  was 
discussed . 

Soon  after  the  initiation  of  the 

comment  periods  consultation  took 
place  on  April  19,  1984,  with  the 

National  Park  Services  to  discuss  the 
alternative  boundaries  of  the  Grape- 
vine Mountains  and  Queer  Mountain 
WSAs,  which  are  adjacent  to  Death 
Valley  National  Monument.  A follow-up 
letter  dated  June  1,  1984  was  received 
from  the  park  superintendant  com- 

menting on  the  alternatives. 

During  the  alternative  scoping  process 
a total  of  59  comments  were  received. 
Most  of  these  comments  expressed 

either  a preference  for  a particular 
alternative  or  a concern  over  the 
grouping  of  management  prescriptions 
in  the  alternatives. 


As  a result  of  scoping  minor  adjust- 
ments were  made  affecting  the  land 
tenure  issue  of  some  of  the  alter- 
natives . 

Two  other  possible  alternatives  did 
emerge  during  the  comment  period.  The 
first  one  was  to  consider  using  the 
designation  of  areas  of  critical  en- 
vironmental concern  (ACEC) , in  the 
planning  area  to  protect  certain  re- 
source values.  This  alternative  was 
not  analyzed  because  presently  their 
are  no  AGECS  in  the  RMP  area  and  cur- 
rent management  options  available  are 
adequate  to  protect  current  resource 
values  (see  "ACEC"  section  of  Chapter 
One)  . 

The  second  possible  alternative  was 
submitted  by  the  National  Park  Ser- 
vice (NPS)  and  affected  the  boundary 
of  the  Grapevine  Mountains  WSA.  The 
NPS  alternative  suggested  adding  ad- 
ditional acreage  to  the  southeast 
portion  of  the  WSA.  The  BLM  did  not 
feel  that  it  would  aid  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  WSA  or  enhance  wilderness 
values  and  therefore  dropped  the  al- 
ternative from  consideration. 

PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  HEARINGS 

A Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft 
RMP  and  filing  of  the  plan  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  was 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  on 
November  16,  1984.  The  notice  also 

announced  the  scheduling  of  3 public 
hearings  on  the  draft,  held  in  Pah- 
rump, NV,  Goldfield,  NV,  and  Las 
Vegas,  NV,  on  January  15,  16,  17, 

1985,  respectively. 

A news  release  was  sent  to  all  local 
newspapers  announcing  the  availability 
of  the  Draft  RMP  and  the  dates  for 
each  hearing.  The  closing  date  of 
February  19,  1985,  for  the  comment 
period  was  included  in  the  notice 
released  to  news  media  on  November  14, 
1984. 
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A total  of  49  persons  attended  the 
three  public  hearings,  with  10  of 
these  making  an  oral  presentation. 
Letters  of  comment  were  received  from 
03  reviewers. 

Most  comments  could  be  grouped  into  6 
major  categories.  These  categories 
included  support  for  more  wilderness 
(40  comments),  support  for  no 
wilderness  (5  comments),  support  for 
ACEC  designations  (4  comments), 
concern  about  wild  horse  and  burro 
management  (3  comments),  and  concern 
about  riparian  habitat  (4)  comments. 

Some  of  the  less  frequent  comments 
included  season  of  livestock  use, 
utility  corridors,  composition  of 
alternatives,  monitoring  and  support 
for  different  alternatives. 

Transcripts  of  the  public  hearings  are 
available  for  inspection  at  the  Las 
Vegas  District  Office  at  4765  W.  Vegas 
Drive,  Las  Vegas,  NV,  or  at  the  Nevada 
State  Office,  Public  Affairs  Office, 
300  Booth  Street,  Reno,  Nevada. 

AVAILABILITY  OF  THE  DRAFT  RMP/E1S 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  were  sent  to  all 
individuals,  agencies,  and  groups  who 
have  expressed  an  interest  in  the 
planning  process.  Copies  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  were  also  sent  to  local 
agencies  and  organizations,  and  are 
available  for  review  at  the  listed  13 
public  libraries  and  12  BLM  offices. 
Anyone  else  wishing  a copy  of  the 
draft  RMP/EIS  may  receive  one  by 
calling  or  writing  the  BLM  Las  Vegas 
District  at  P.0.  Box  26569,  Las 
Vegas, NV  89126,  (702)  388-6403. 

The  following  is  a partial  list  of 
those  who  received  copies  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS . 

Congressional  Delegation 

Senator  Paul  Laxalt,  Nevada 
Senator  Chic  Hecht,  Nevada 
Representative  Harry  Reid,  Nevada 
Representative  Barbara  Vucanovich, 
Nevada 


Federal  Agencies 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation 

Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Agricultural  Stabilization 
and  Conservation  Service 
Department  of  Commerce 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric 
Administration 
Department  of  Defense 
Nellis  Air  Force  Base 
George  Air  Force  Base 
Edwards  Air  Force  Base 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  of  Energy 

Bonneville  Power  Administration 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Mines 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Geological  Survey 
National  Park  Service 
Office  of  Environmental  Project 
Review 

Department  of  Transportation 
Environmental  Protection  Agency 

State  Agencies 

Office  of  the  Governor 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
(25  copies)  - distributes 
copies  to  State  Agencies 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 
State  Senators  and  Assemblymen 
(Esmeralda  and  Nye  Counties) 

University  of  Nevada,  Reno  and/or  Las 
Vegas 

Desert  Research  Institute 
Fleischmann  College  of  Agriculture 
Center  for  Business  and  Economic 
Research 

Department  of  Biological  Sciences 
Mackay  School  of  Mines 
Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines 

Local  Government 

Nye  County  Commissioners 
Esmeralda  County  Commissioners 
Amargosa  Town  Board 
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Amargosa  Planning  Board 

Pahrump  Town  Board 

Pahrump  Planning  Board 

Pahrump  Town  Manager 

Nye  County  Planning  Department 

Esmeralda  County  Game  Management  Board 

Beatty  Town  Board 

Others 


Grazing  Lease  Holders  within  the  RMP 
Area 

Nevada  Power  Company 
Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 
Valley  Electric  Association 
Nevada  Bell 

Las  Vegas  District  Grazing  Advisory 
Board 

Nevada  Cattlemen’s  Association 
Multiple  Use  Advisory  Board  on  Federal 
Land  Laws 

Las  Vegas  and  Battle  Mountain  District 

Advisory  Boards 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

Sierra  Club 

Earth  First 

The  Wilderness  Society 
Audubon  Society 

Humane  Society  of  Southern  Nevada 
International  Society  for  the 
Protection  of  Mustangs 

Nevada  Miners  and  Prospectors 
Association 

Nevada  Mining  Association 

Nevada  Outdoor  Recreation  Association 

Nevada  Wildlife  Federation 

Nevada  Woolgrowers  Association 

Nevada  Wilderness  Association 

Nevada  Wildlife  Association 

Northern  Nevada  Native  Plant  Society 

Society  for  Range  Management 

Sunshine  Mining  Company 

Foote  Mineral  Company 

Nevada  League  of  Women  Voters 

Industrial  Mineral  Ventures 

American  Borate  Corporation 

American  Mining  Congress 

Animal  Protection  Institute 

American  Horse  Protection  Association 

Desert  Tortoise  Council 

Desert  Bighorn  Council 

Fraternity  of  Desert  Bighorn 

Friends  of  Nevada  Wilderness 

Greenpeace 

ORV  Groups 


Public  Libraries 


Amargosa  Public  Library 
Star  Route  15 
Box  401-T 

Lathrop  Wells,  Nevada  89020 

Beatty  Community  Library 
323  Montgomery 
Beatty,  Nevada  89002 

Charleston  Heights  Library 

800  Brush  Street 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89107 

Clark  County  Community  College 
Learning  Resource  Center 
3200  E.  Cheyenne  Ave. 

North  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89030 

Clark  County  Library 
1401  E.  Flamingo  Rd . 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89109 

Esmeralda  County  Public  Library 
County  Courthouse 
Goldfield,  Nevada  89013 

Esmeralda  County  Public  Library 
Silver  Peak,  Nevada  89047 

Las  Vegas  Public  Library 
1762  E.  Charleston  Blvd. 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89104 

Mount  Charleston  Public  Library 
P.0.  Box  269,  S.  R.  89038 
Mt.  Charleston,  Nevada  89101 

North  Las  Vegas  Library 
2300  Civic  Center  Dr. 

North  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89030 

Pahrump  Public  Library 
Pahrump,  Nevada  89041 

University  of  Nevada,  Reno 
Getchell  Library 
Government  Publications  Dept. 
Reno,  Nevada  89507 

Washoe  County  Library 
301  S.  Center  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89505 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management  Offices 

Office  of  Public  Affairs,  BLM 
18th  and  C Streets,  NW 
Washington,  DC  20240 

Nevada  State  Office 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89320 

Battle  Mountain  District  Office 
North  2nd  and  South  Scott  Streets 
P.0.  Box  1420 

Battle  Mountain,  Nevada  89820 

Carson  City  District  Office 
1050  E.  William  Street 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89701 

Elko  District  Office 
2002  Idaho  Street 
Elko,  Nevada  89801 

Ely  District  Office 
Star  Route  5,  Box  1 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 

Las  Vegas  District  Office 
4765  West  Vegas  Drive 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89126 

Tonopah  Resource  Area  Office 
Battle  Mountain  District 
102  Old  Radar  Base  Rd. 

Tonopah,  Nevada  89049 

Winnemucca  District  Office 
705  East  4th  Street 
Winnemucca,  Nevada  89445 

Riverside  District  Office 
1695  Spruce  Street 
Riverside,  California  92507 

Ridgecrest  Resource  Area  Office 
Riverside  District 
1414  A.  N.  Norma 
Ridgecrest,  California  93555 

Needles  Resource  Area  Office 
Riverside  District 
P.0.  Box  305 

Needles,  California  92363 


AVAILABILITY  OF  THE  PROPOSED  RMP  AND 
FINAL  EIS 

This  document  has  been  mailed  to  all 
those  who  received  copies  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  as  well  as  those  who  commented 
on  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  A Federal 
Register  Notice  and  news  releases  have 
been  issued  to  inform  the  public  of 
the  availability  of  this  document.  A 
limited  number  of  copies  are  available 
upon  request  from  the  Las  Vegas 
District  Office.  Review  copies  are 
available  at  the  listed  BLM  Offices 
and  Public  libraries. 

HEARING  TESTIMONY  ON  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 

Public  hearings  were  held  in  Pahrump, 
Nevada;  Goldfield,  Nevada;  and  Las 
Vegas,  Nevada  on  January  15,  16,  and 

17,  1985,  respectively.  Testimony  was 
given  at  the  following  locations  by 
the  individuals  listed. 

Pahrump,  Nevada 

T-l  Doug  Driesner  (Nevada  Bureau  of 

Mines  and  Geology) 

T-2  Charles  Hollis 

T-3  Tim  Hafen 

T-4  Audrey  Bradbury 

Goldfield,  Nevada 

T-5  Alan  Young  (Sunshine  Mining 

Company) 

T-6  Edward  Tomany  (Production 

Exploration  Resources) 

T-7  Don  Earnest  (Sunshine  Mining 

Company) 

T-8  Doug  Driesner  (Nevada  Bureau  of 

Mines  and  Geology) 

T-9  William  Wright 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada 


T-10  Woody  Dulin  (Valley  Electric) 

Written  comments  addressing  the  same 
issues  presented  in  their  testimony 
were  received  from  individuals  T-l, 
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LETTER  NO. 


COMMENTOR 


T-5,  T-6,  T-7,  T-8  and  T-9  or  the 

companies  they  represented. 

Participant  T-3  gave  his  support  for 
the  Alternative  A,  except  for  the 
wilderness  recommendation,  for  which 
he  had  no  comment.  Participant  T-10 
gave  his  support  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  referring  to  the  issue  of 
utility  corridors.  Participant  T-2 
discussed  wilderness  areas  already 
studied  in  the  Clark  County  Wilderness 
EIS,  1983. 

Participant  T-4  commented  on  land 
disposals  as  outlined  in  the  draft. 
She  stated  "For  an  alternative  to 
bring  a lot  more  land  up  and  the 
population  should  get  larger,  we 
should  consider  the  water."  Her 
concern  is  addressed  in  response  1-3. 

WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES  ON  THE 
DRAFT  RMP/E1S 

All  the  written  comments  on  the  draft 
were  reviewed.  Substantive  comments 
which  questioned  facts  or  analysis,  or 
commented  on  issues  directly  affecting 
the  draft,  were  fully  evaluated  and 
are  responded  to  in  this  document. 
Page  101  of  this  section  contains  the 
comments  received  from  Governor  Bryan 
following  the  State’s  Consistency 
Review  of  the  Preliminary  Final 
RMP/EIS.  Their  response  is 

essentially  the  same  as  the  one 
submitted  on  February  19,  1985 

(comment  letter  22). 

All  the  letters  have  been  reprinted  in 
this  document.  The  responses  to  the 
written  comments  are  listed  following 
the  letters.  Each  response  is  given  a 
number  which  corresponds  to  numbered 
paragraphs  or  sections  in  the  actual 
public  comments.  To  find  the  BLM 
response  to  any  particular  section, 
simply  look  for  the  bold  number 
directly  to  the  left  of  the  statement 
and  then  turn  to  the  ".response" 
section  and  find  the  same  number.  The 
following  is  an  index  to  written 
comments . 


1 NPS-National  Park  Service 
Death  Valley  National 
Monument 

2 Altantic  Richfield  Company 

3 Elliott  Bernshaw 

4 Southern  California  Edison 

5 Wild  Horse  Organized  As- 
sistance 

6 Virlis  Fischer 

7 National  Park  Service  - 
Western  Region  Office 

8 Nevada  Wildlife 

Federation  (LV) 

9 Production  Exploration 
Resources 

10  U.S.  Geological  Survey  - 
Engineering  Geology 

11  William  Wright 

12  Wildlife  Society  - Nevada 
Chapter 

13  Division  of  State  Lands 

14  Department  of  Energy 
Western  Area  Power  Admin- 
istration 

15  Inspiration  Mines,  Inc. 

16  Women  In  Mining 

17  The  Wilderness  Society 

18  Sierra  Club  - Las  Vegas 
Group 

19  Wildlife  Management  In- 
stitute 

20  Walter  Barbuck 

21  Joseph  and  Mary  Viscuglia 

22  Nevada  State  Office  of 
Community  Services 

Nevada  State  Governor’s 
Consistency  Review 
Department  of  Agriculture 
Department  of  Transport- 
ation 

Department  of  Wildlife 
Department  of  Minerals 
Department  of  State  Lands 
Department  of  Con- 
servation and  Natural 
Resources 

Division  of  Forestry 
Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines 
and  Geology 

23  Becky  Parr 
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24 

25 

26 

27 

26 

29 

3U 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 


Harry  Melts 

44 

Reed  Family  Investments 

John  Swanson 

45 

Gregory  P.  Ebner 

S.  M.  Frankiel 

46 

Drury  Sherrod 

Desert  Bighorn  Council 

47 

Sarah  Bailey  Gyer 

Daniel  Cummings 

48 

Lisa  Faith  Wood 

Betty,  Rex  and  Scott  Mason 

49 

Stuart  Claney 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

50 

Paul  Clifford 

Iva  M.  Perkins 

51 

Sunshine  Mining  Company 

Marsha  George 

52 

American  Film  Institute 

Randal  Seech 

53 

Environmental  Protection 

Defenders  of  Wildlife 

Agency 

Jim  Mayberry 

54 

Alison  Hutchings 

Sierra  Club 

55 

Tim  Heidrich 

Great  Basin  Group 

56 

A.  Huntington 

Jo  Neugent 

57 

Duncan  Williams 

Maicea  Stohlman 

58 

Robert  Furtek 

and  Gary  Kohoutek 

59 

Lucy  E.Trostle 

Glen  Miller 

60 

Cheri  Cinkoske 

Edward  Dverr 

bl 

Marlee  Ostrow 

Ann  Kersten 

62 

Ann  Pitchford 

Terry  Wood in 
Lawrence  A.  Dwyer 

63 

Susanne  Madden 

35 
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RESPONSES  TO  THE  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


1-1  The  objective  of  the  preferred 
alternative  for  wilderness  was  to 
recommend  only  those  areas  for 
wilderness  where  the  values  of 
designation  outweigh  the  values 
and  uses  which  would  be  fore- 
gone. Both  the  Grapevine  Moun- 
tains and  Queer  Mountain  WSAs 
contain  only  moderate  wilderness 
values  with  less  than  outstanding 
opportunities  for  primitive  rec- 
reation. These  values  do  not 
outweigh  the  WSAs  moderate  poten- 
tial for  minerals  and  geothermal 
resources.  In  addition,  areas 
recommended  for  wilderness  desig- 
nation must  be  capable  of  being 
managed  for  wilderness  over  the 
long  term.  Both  of  these  WSAs 
have  potential  ORV  manageability 
problems  and  Queer  Mountain  has 
potential  manageability  prob- 
lems associated  with  mining 
claims.  Management  for 

wilderness  over  the  long  term 
would  be  difficult  and 
expensive.  Although  designation 
of  these  WSAs  would  undoubtedly 
enhance  the  contiguous  Park 
Service  wilderness  proposals, 
designation  of  the  BLM  areas  are 
not  crucial  to  maintenance  of 
wilderness  values  in  the  Park. 

1-2  The  Proposed  Plan  identified  a 
pool  of  land  from  which  disposal 
may  take  place.  In  addition  all 
land  disposal  actions  are 
discretionary  and  require  a land 
report/environmental  assessment. 
This  process  would  identify  crit- 
ical sheep  habitat  and  water 
sources  and  provide  for  mitiga- 
tion and/or  avoidance  of  possible 
adverse  impacts  to  the  habitat. 

1-3  The  Amargosa  Desert  area,  in 
which  26,880  acres  are  proposed 
for  disposal,  has  been  identified 
by  the  Nevada  State  Water 
Engineer  as  a designated  ground 
water  basin.  This  means  that 
ground  water  conditions  warrant 
special  administrative  attention. 


and  each  application  is  evaluated 
on  its  own  merit.  Currently,  the 
State  Water  Engineer  is  approving 
no  new  applications  for  irriga- 
tion in  Hydrographic  Area  #230 , 
the  Amargosa  Desert.  The  State 
Water  Engineer  has  denied  over  50 
applications  for  irrigation 
water;  future  applications  will 
have  little  likelihood  of  being 
approved.  Applications  for  other 
uses  will  be  reviewed  on  a case- 
by-case  basis  by  the  Office  of 
the  State  Water  Engineer.  For 
these  reasons  effects  of  land 
disposal  on  water  resources  will 
be  analyzed  on  a case-by-case 
basis  through  the  land  report/en- 
vironmental analysis  process  and 
were  not  analyzed  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS. 

4- 1  The  "Proposed  Plan  Management 

Guidance"  section  of  Chapter  2 
states  that  "Designated  corridors 
will  be  three  miles  wide  and 
planning  corridors  will  be  five 
miles  wide  except  where  topog- 
raphic constraints  exist."  This 
guidance  applies  to  all  alter- 
natives including  the  Preferred 
and  is  found  on  page  14. 

5- 1  The  BLM  will  be  responsible  for 

monitoring  wild  horse  habitats 
and  populations  and  will  utilize 
all  available  data  to  make  man- 
agement decisions.  Available 
data  could  come  from  government 
agencies,  special  interest  groups 
and/or  Bill  studies.  One  assump- 
tion made  in  this  document  was 
that  funding  would  be  available. 

However,  concerns  about  suf- 
ficient funding  can  best  be  an- 
swered by  looking  at  the  priorit- 
ization of  each  allotment,  i.e., 
the  selective  management  categor- 
ization (MIC)  concept. 

Allotments  where  resource  con- 
flicts exist  and  where  opportun- 
ities for  improvements  exist  have 
been  rated  in  the  "I"  category. 
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The  Bureau’s  monitoring  efforts 
will  be  more  intensive  within  the 
"I”  allotments,  and  less 
intensive  studies  will  be 
conducted  in  "M"  and  "C" 
catagories  respectively  (see 
rationale  for  MIC  catagorization 
in  the  draft  RMP/EIS  on  page  162). 

Monitoring  studies  will  be  read 
by  BLM  district  and  resource  area 
specialists  and  will  be  read  once 
a year. 

7-1  Please  see  responses  1-1  through 

1-3. 

9-1  This  sentence  has  been  expanded 
to  include  "There  is  a constant 
attrition  of  these  resources  as 
surface  disturbing  activities 
relating  to  mining,  ranching, 
farming  and  the  like  take  their 
toll  along  with  natural  proces- 
ses, such  as  erosion."  Any 
standard  textbook  in  archaeology 
will  make  similar  remarks.  In 
addition,  the  aforementioned  sen- 
tence was  not  intended  to  single 
out  any  specific  cause  for  the 
destruction  of  cultural  re- 
sources. A recent  study  con- 
tracted by  the  BLM  California 
Desert  District  gives  a detailed 
study  of  various  conditions  which 
have  led  to  impacts  to  cultural 
resources  in  the  desert.  This 
study  was  completed  in  1980. 

9-2  Public  Law  94-379,  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of 
1976,  Section  603,  mandates  that 
"within  fifteen  years  after  the 
date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  the 
Secretary  shall  review  those 
roadless  areas  of  five  thousand 
acres  or  more  and  roadless  is- 
lands of  the  public  lands,  ident- 
ified during  the  inventory  re- 
quired by  section  201(a)  of  this 
Act  as  having  wilderness  charac- 
teristics described  in  the  Wil- 
derness Act  of  September  3,  1964 
(78  Stat.  890;  16  U.S.C.  1131  et 
seq.)  and  shall  from  time  to  time 
report  to  the  President  his  rec- 
ommendation as  to  the  suitability 
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or  nonsuitability  of  each  such 
area  or  island  for  preservation 
as  wilderness...." 

The  Esmeralda-So.  Nye  RMP/EIS  is 
the  vehicle  being  used  to  full- 
fill  the  requirements  of  this 
law.  The  areas  involved  in  this 
study  meet  the  inventory  criteria 
and  Were,  therefore,  carried 
through  the  planning  process. 
Areas  identified  as  suitable,  if 
any,  are  only  recommendations  not 
decisions.  Only  Congress  can 
designate  a wilderness  area. 

9-3  The  BLM  Wilderness  Study  Policy 
(1982)  outlines  the  different 
steps  which  must  be  completed  in 
the  evaluation  of  the  suitability 
of  a wilderness  study  area.  One 
of  these  steps  is  to  evaluate 
each  WSA  in  respect  to  two  cri- 
teria and  six  quality  standards. 
One  of  the  criteria,  Evalaution 
of  Wilderness  Values , has  a com- 
ponent which  analyzes  how  the 
addition  of  any  one  WSA  would 
affect  the  diversity  of  the 
National  Wilderness  Preservation 
system.  During  this  step  team 
members  evaluated  three  factors. 

One  of  these  factors  evaluates 
balancing  the  geographic  distrib- 
ution of  wilderness  areas.  Since 
Nevada  only  has  one  designated 
wilderness  area  which  covers  less 
than  .09  percent  of  the  state 
(less  than  any  other  Western 
State),  it  is  reasonable  and 
appropriate  to  conclude  that  the 
State  of  Nevada  is  under- 
represented . 

9-4  No  designation  of  wilderness 
areas  has  been  made.  A mineral 
survey  is  now  being  conducted  by 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  and 
the  Bureau  of  Mines  for  those 
areas  recommended  as  suitable. 
Information  contained  in  the 
report  will  be  analyzed  prior  to 
the  Secretary’ s recommendation  to 
the  President.  The 


minerals  information  used  in  the 
Draft  EIS  was  the  best  informa- 
tion available  to  the  BLM  at  the 
time  the  Draft  document  was  pub- 
lished. 

9- 5  No  further  hearing  or  meetings 

are  planned.  Please  see  response 

9-4  with  respect  to  mineral  in- 
ventories . 

10- 1  Management  prescriptions  for  the 

Preferred  Alternative  include 
"Intensively  manage  six  Improve 

category  allotments  and  provide 

three  Maintain  category  allot- 
ments with  additional  range  im- 
provements." A significant  com- 
ponent of  intensive  management  is 
the  development  of  waters  as 
outlined  in  Table  2-5.  In  ad- 
dition, Appendix  K outlines  spec- 
ific water  development  projects 
by  allotment.  The  "Water  Re- 
sources" section  of  Chapter  4 of 
the  draft  RMP/EIS  identifies 
impacts  to  water  re-  sources  by 
alternative . 

10- 2  Correction  has  been  made  (see 

Errata) . 

11- 1  The  season  of  use  which  appears 

in  Table  3-8,  p.  58  is  in  error. 
The  final  has  been  revised  to 
show  the  correct  season  of  9-15 
to  12-1;  3-1  to  6-30  (see 
Errata) . 

11-2  The  proper  number  of  livestock 
for  this  period  will  be  deter- 
mined after  evaluating  several 
years  of  monitoring  data  which 
will  be  initiated  on  the  White 
Wolf  allotment  after  this  plan  is 
finalized.  An  increase  in  your 
preference  at  this  time  would  be 
contrary  to  the  proposed  plan  as 
outlined  in  the  "Proposed  Plan 
Management  Guidance"  section, 
"Livestock  Use  Adjustment" , sub- 
section, page  17.  The  nature  of 
these  monitoring  studies  appears 
under  the  "Monitoring  Program" 
subsection  on  page  15. 


12-1  Summary  Table  One  is  a summation 
of  both  Planning  Areas  A and  B. 

12-2  Summary  Table  Two  is  a summation 
of  both  Planning  Area  A and  B. 

12-3  Correction  has  been  made  (see 
Errata) . 

12-4  Current  funding  levels  were  used 
in  the  analysis  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative.  Under  these 

spending  levels,  the  management 
prescriptions  identified  were  not 
able  to  fully  meet  all  the  ob- 
jectives for  the  Preferred  Alter- 
native. However,  there  are  a 
total  of  6,660  acres  of  riparian 
vegetation  within  the  planning 
area.  Implementation  of  the  Pro- 
posed Plan  would  benefit  5,503 
acres  or  83  percent  of  the 
riparian  areas.  The  BLM  feels 
this  is  significant  and  a 
dramatic  improvement  over  present 
conditions . 

12-5  Proposed  utility  corridors  would 
adversely  affect  the  habitats  of 
mule  deer  but  not  significantly 
as  identified  in  the  draft 
RMP/EIS  (page  92).  These 
corridors  already  have  existing 
rights-  of-way,  are  in  winter 
ranges  and  only  traverse  the 
edges  of  the  mule  deer  ranges. 
For  these  reasons  no  mitigation 
was  proposed. 

12-6  The  scale  of  the  map  used  in  the 
RMP  to  delineate  areas  of  pro- 
posed land  disposal  was  not  of 
large  enough  scale  to  permit  the 
delineation  of  Amargosa  speckled 
dace  and  Amargosa  toad  habitat 
along  the  Amargosa  River.  All 
land  disposal  actions  are  dis- 
cretionary and  require  a land 
report/environmental  assessment. 
This  process  would  identify  any 
sensitive,  threatened  or  en- 
dangered species  habitat  and 
provide  for  mitigation  and/or 
avoidance  of  possible  adverse 
impacts  to  the  habitat. 
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17-1  Manageability  was  not  a deciding 
factor  in  the  development  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  The  area 
recommended  nonsuitable  for  wil- 
derness designation  (17,234 
acres)  has  either  a moderate  or 
high  potential  for  metallic  min- 

erals and  geothermal  resources. 
In  addition  deletion  of  this  area 
avoids  potential  conflicts  with 
mining  claims  along  the  periphery 
of  the  WSA. 

17-2  Some  members  of  the  ranching  and 
mining  sectors  interpret  wil- 
derness as  a "lock-up"  against 

any  uses  except  occasional  sol- 
itary enjoyment  by  those  whose 
livelihood  does  not  depend  on  the 
economic  use  of  the  natural  re- 
sources found  on  the  areas  pro- 
posed for  wilderness  desig- 
nation. In  the  planning  area,  as 

in  many  parts  of  the  west,  there 
is  some  resentment  of  the 
suggestion  that  any  publicly 
owned  open  spaces  should  be  en- 
cumbered by  regulations  against 
particular  uses.  Unregulated 
access  to  public  lands  is  often 
jealously  guarded  as  a birthright 
and  wilderness,  perhaps  more  than 
any  other  Bureau  program,  threat- 
ens that  perception. 

17-3  The  "Wilderness"  section  of  the 
Environmental  Consequences  Chap- 
ter of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  is 
divided  into  two  parts.  The 
first  part  describes  the  ef- 
fects of  management  prescriptions 
and  the  second  part  describes 
impacts  resulting  from  the  af- 
fected activities.  These  sec- 
tions are  further  broken  down 
into  suitable  and  nonsuitable 
areas.  The  "Impacts  Resulting 
from  the  Affected  Activities" 
section  has  specific  discussions 
of  what  wilderness  values  would 
be  lost. 


18-1  Many  assumptions  were  made 
pertaining  to  baseline 

information  and  analysis 

procedures.  However,  these 

assumptions  remained  constant  and 
were  applied  to  the  analysis  of 
all  alternatives.  Therefore, 
impacts  identified  for  different 
alternatives,  although  not 

absolute,  can  be  compared. 
Management  objectives  and  pre- 
scriptions are  identified  in  the 
Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan.  If  monitoring  indicates 
that  resource  objectives  are  not 
being  met  (e.g.,  improvement  of 
ecological  condition)  management 
prescriptions  identified  will  be 
modified . 

18-2  Even  with  the  implementation  of 
monitoring,  AMPs  and  HMPs  as 

identified  in  the  Proposed  Plan, 
there  will  be  some  adverse 

impacts  to  riparian  vegetation. 
These  riparian  areas  are  small 

compared  to  the  total  allotment 
or  herd  management  area  in  which 
they  occur.  Grazing  animals 

will  congregate  around  these 

riparian  areas  especially  in  the 
summer  because  of  the  general 
lack  of  water  over  the  entire 
range.  This  use  pattern  is  not 
expected  to  change  with  any  small 
reduction  of  grazing  animals. 
However,  to  reduce  livestock 
and/or  horses  and  burros  to  a 
level  which  would  significantly 
mitigate  grazing  pressure  on 
these  areas  (alternative  B and  0 
levels)  would  result  in  the 
significant  adverse  economic  and 
social  impacts  identified  under 
alternatives  B and  C.  The 
complete  fencing  of  these  areas 
collectively  is  also  economically 
unfeasible  under  present  funding 
projections.  It  is  the  objective 
of  the  Proposed  Plan  to  protect 
as  many  of  these  areas  within 
funding  constraints.  Realizing 
that  some  adverse  impacts  will 
still  occur  under  the 
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Proposed  Plan,  we  feel  these 
impacts  are  not  significant  as  83 
percent  of  the  riparain  areas 
will  be  maintained  or  improved. 

19-1  Only  in  the  long  term  (3-20 
years)  will  major  increases  in 
wildlife  be  attained.  This  will 
be  accomplished  through  implemen- 
tation of  activity  plans  such  as 
habitat  management  plans  and  al- 
lotment management  plans . Mon- 
itoring will  identify  those  areas 
where  conflicts  exist  and  man- 
agement actions  will  be  taken  to 
alleviate  these  conflicts.  The 
implementation  of  activity  plans 
will  provide  better  utilization 
of  livestock  forage  through  water 
and  fence  development.  Conflicts 
of  livestock  and  wild  horses  with 
bighorn  sheep  and  mule  deer  can 
be  resolved  through  implementa- 
tion of  habitat  management  plans. 

Alternative  B does  emphasize,  but 
not  maximize  wildlife  numbers. 
Alternative  B maximizes  the  wild 
horse  and  burro  resource  and  re- 
duces the  livestock  use  30  per- 
cent from  current  use.  Alter- 
native C maximizes  the  wildlife 
resource  by  the  removal  of  all 
livestock  and  the  removal  of  all 
wild  horses  and/or  burros  from 
bighorn  sheep  and  mule  deer 
ranges. 

No  specific  details  on  how  wild- 
life changes  will  be  accom- 
plished, other  than  water 
development  and  fencing  projects, 
were  outlined  in  any  alternative 
because  of  the  complexity  of  the 
document,  the  number  of  allot- 
ments, the  number  of  wild  horse 
or  burro  areas,  the  number  of  big 
game  wildlife  areas,  and  the  lack 
of  site  specific  information. 


However,  based  on  the  information 
that  we  had  available  we  were 
able  to  make  general  predictions. 
Example:  Alternative  C;  page 

142,  right  column,  6th  paragraph 
..."the  removal  of  all  livestock 
and  the  removal  of  wild  horses 
and/or  burros  from  bighorn  sheep 
ranges.  This  would  remove  the 
competition  with  bighorn  for 
water,  space  and  forage.  In  most 
ranges  reasonable  numbers  would 
not  be  achieved  because  of  the 
lack  of  necessary  funds  required 
for  water  development.  With 
water  development  and  reintroduc- 
tion, the  Silver  Peak  Range  herd 
would  increase  by  542  big- 
horn. ..." 

19-2  The  following  information  related 
to  threatened  and  endangered  spe- 
cies (T  and  E species)  is  present 
in  the  RMP/EIS. 

Ash  Meadows  provides  habitat  for 
the  greatest  concentration  of 
proposed  and/or  listed  threatened 
and  endangered  plant  and  animal 
species  in  Nevada. 

Twenty  endemic  and  two  rare  an- 
imal species  and  seven  endemic 
plant  species  are  found  in  the 
Ash  Meadows  area.  Of  the  20  en- 
demic animals  species,  four  are 
federally  listed  as  endangered, 
one  is  proposed  for  endangered 
listing  and  14  are  candidates  for 
future  listing  as  either  threat- 
ened or  endangered . All  seven 
endemic  plant  species  are  pro- 
posed for  federal  endangered 
listing. 

The  1980  revised  Ash  Meadows 
Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  was 
prepared  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting and  enhancing  the  habit- 
ats of  endemic  and  rare  animals 
and  plants  present  in  Ash 
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Meadows.  Wild  horses  are 

currently  identified  for  removal 
from  Ash  Meadows  (Fiscal  Year  85) 
to  protect  these  endemic  species 
and  their  habitat  from  trampling 
and  grazing.  The  Proposed  Plan 
states  that  the  Ash  Meadows 
ephemeral  allotment  would  be 
closed  to  protect  proposed 
endangered  plant  species  and 
endangered  fish  habitat. 

In  draft  Chapter  4 impacts  to  T 
and  E species  are  analyzed.  In 
draft  Chapter  2,  the  "Management 
Guidance  Common  to  all 

Alternatives"  section  outlines 
management  guidance  for  T and  E 
plant  or  animal  species. 

Through  habitat  management  plans, 
herd  management  plans,  allotment 
management  plans,  and  other  man- 
agement actions  including  mon- 
itoring, livestock  conflicts  in 
crucial  wildlife  areas  would  be 
resolved . 

19-3  The  No  Grazing  Alternative  is 
included  as  a matter  of  policy  in 
as  much  as  it  provides  for  a 
broader  range  of  alternatives  and 
affords  the  manager  another  ref- 
erence point  on  which  to  base 
decisions.  During  the  alter- 
native development  stage,  a range 
of  alternatives  was  developed  for 
each  issue.  Once  this  was  com- 
pleted the  RMP/EIS  team  combined 
all  issues  into  four  alternatives 
which  they  felt  provided  a log- 
ical progression  of  management 
prescriptions  and  helped  to  sim- 
plify the  analysis.  Alternative 
A proposes  a maximum  level  of 
livestock  grazing  while  recom- 
mending a minimum  acreage  for 
wilderness  designation.  Alter- 
native B reduced  livestock  gra- 
zing and  increased  acreage  recom- 
mended for  wilderness  desig- 
nation. Alternative  G then  elim- 
inated livestock  grazing  while 
increase  the  area  recommended  for 


wilderness  designation  to  a 
maximum.  This  was  a logical  se- 
quence of  events  for  both  issues 
and  never  meant  to  tie  no  grazing 
with  maximum  wilderness. 

These  alternatives  are  then  anal- 
yzed and  a Preferred  Alternative 
is  selected.  The  Preferred  Al- 
ternative and  subsequent  Proposd 
Plan  may  be  any  one  of  the  pro- 
posed alternatives,  but  in  most 
cases,  as  in  this  RMP,  it  inte- 
grates portions  of  all  alter- 
natives analyzed.  It  would  have 
been  an  overwhelming  task  to 
analyze  every  possible  array  of 
management  prescriptions.  The 
RMP  never  meant  to  tie  no  grazing 
with  maximum  wilderness. 

19-4  Although  wildlife  habitat  was  not 
identified  as  an  Issue,  it  is  a 
critical  part  of  the  rangeland 
management  issue  analyzed  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  Because  of  the 
direct  interaction  between  live- 
stock, wildlife,  wild  horses  and 
burros,  they  were  consolidated 
into  one  issue.  This  decision 
does  not  diminish  the  sig- 
nificance of  wildife,  or,  for 
that  matter,  livestock,  wild 
horses  and  burros,  but  was  made 
in  an  effort  to  simplify  an 
already  complex  process. 

19-5  Road  rights-of-way  are  dis- 
cretionary actions.  They  require 
a land  report/environmental  anal- 
ysis . Through  the  land  report/ 
environmental  analysis  threat- 
ened, endangered  or  sensitive 
species  habitat,  riparian  areas, 
critical  wildlife  areas,  flood 
plains,  and  wetlands  must  be  con- 
sidered. Alternatives  and  mit- 
igation, if  necessary,  will  be 
considered  for  the  protection  of 
these  important  habitats.  Not 
all  riparian  areas  will  be  pro- 
tected in  this  RMP.  Funding  con- 
straints and  other  priorities 
make  it  impossible  to  protect 
every  riparian  area. 
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19-6  It  is  assumed  you  mean  page  53 
not  33.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement has  the  responsibility 
for  managing  the  habitats  of 
wildlife.  Nevada  Department  of 
Wildife  has  the  responsibility  of 
managing  the  wildife  in  Nevada. 
We  accept  Nevada  Department  of 
Wildlife's  reasonable  numbers  and 
manage  the  habitat  for  those 
goals.  The  only  time  that  the 
BLM  makes  recommendations  to 
change  state  reasonable  numbers 
is  when  habitat  conditions  are 
degraded  by  wildlife. 

19-7  See  response  12-6. 

19-8  Actions  of  the  Preferred  Alter- 
native provide  for  the  protection 
of  riparian  systems  within  the 
restraint  of  reasonable  funding 
projections.  Though  all  riparian 
systems  outside  of  Ash  Meadows, 
especially  those  associated  with 
individual  spring  sources,  cannot 
be  protected,  the  Preferred  Al- 
ternative includes  actions  which 
target  riparian  habitats  which 
are  or  may  be  experiencing  over 
use.  Due  to  the  implementation 
of  the  Proposed  Plan, 

approximately  5,503  acres,  83 
percent  of  the  total  6,660  acres 
of  riparian  habitat  in  the  RMP 
area,  would  benefit  from 
management  prescriptions  and/or 
facilities  identified  in  the 
proposed  plan.  The  remaining 
riparian  habitat  will  be  enhanced 
as  funding  becomes  available. 

22-1  One  assumption  made  in  the 
RMP/EIS  was  that  funding  would  be 
available.  However,  concerns 
about  sufficient  funding  can  best 
be  answered  by  looking  at  the 
prioritization  of  each  allotment, 
i.e.,  the  selective  management 
categorication  (i.e.  MIC)  con- 
cept. Allotments  where  resource 
conflicts  exist  and  where  op- 
portunities for  improvements 
exist  have  been  classified  in  the 
"I"  category.  The  Bureau's  mon- 
itoring efforts  will  be  most 
intensive  within  the  "I" 


allotments  while  less  intensive 
studies  will  be  conducted  in  "M" 
and  "C"  category  allotments  (see 
rationale  for  selective 

management  on  page  162  in  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.)  Also  see 
response  36-5. 

Available  baseline  data  and  stud- 
ies are  discussed  in  the  "Veg- 
etation" , "Wildlife"  and  "Wild 
Horse  and  Burro"  sections  of 
Chapter  3,  "Affected  Environ- 
ment of  the  draft  RMP/EIS."  This 
information  can  be  reviewed  in 
the  Las  Vegas  District  Office. 

22-2  The  No  Action  Alternative  is  the 
Preferred  Alternative  in  respect 
to  wilderness  for  the  Grapevine 
Mountains  WSA. 

22-3  The  BLM  considers  wilderness  des- 
ignation compatible  with  multiple 
use  management.  Wilderness  des- 
ignation will  not  preclude 
management  of  wild  horses.  The 
Silver  Peak  Range  is  one  of  our 
priority  areas  with  an  HMP  al- 
ready completed.  In  addition, 
the  Proposed  Plan  identified  the 
Silver  Peak  Area  as  first 
priority  for  AMP  and  HMAP 
development  and  implementation. 
These  documents  will  be  well  co- 
ordinated and  will  identify 
specific  management  actions  to 
improve  habitat. 

22-4  Development  of  an  HMAP  for  the 
Silver  Peak  Range,  Stonewall  and 
Cone  Mountain  will  address  wild 
horse/wildlife  conflicts.  If 
wild  horses  are  determined  to  be 
responsible  for  the  degredation 
of  the  range,  management  actions 
will  be  initiated  to  remedy  the 
situation.  The  RMP  did  express 
concern  for  a lack  of  waters  in 
the  areas  you  mentioned  and  rec- 
ommends that  the  wildlife  and 
wild  horse  program  fund  water 
developments.  Thus,  in  some  cas- 
es, funding  from  the  wild  horse 
program  will  also  improve  habitat 
for  wildlife. 
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It  is  also  important  to  realize 
that  wild  horses  are  also 
restricted  to  certain  locations 
within  the  planning  area  and  will 
be  managed  within  the  existing 
herd  management  areas. 

22-5  Emigrant  Peak  Allotment  has  been 
identified  as  closed  to  livestock 
grazing  in  the  Proposed  Plan. 
This  is  consistent  with  the  ap- 
proved HMP. 

22-6  Under  present  management  ap- 
proximately 70  percent  of  the  RMP 
area  is  grazed  yearlong.  If  the 
Proposed  Plan  is  implemented  61 
percent  of  the  RMP  area  that  was 
previously  grazed  yearlong  will 
be  managed  intensively  as  Improve 
category  (I)  allotments.  These 
"I"  allotments  include  Magruder 
Mt.,  Montezuma,  Silver  Peak  and 
Mt.  Stirling.  Allotment  manage- 
ment plans  (AMPs)  would  be  devel- 
oped for  these  four  allotments 
through  consultation  and  co- 
ordination with  the  permittees 
and  other  interest  groups  at  the 
onset  of  plan  implementation. 
The  development  and  implementa- 
tion of  these  AMPs  would  improve 
vegetative  condition  and  live- 
stock distribution. 

Under  present  management  live- 
stock and  wild  horses  overgraze 
the  riparian  habitat  associated 
with  springs  throughout  the  RMP 
area,  especially  in  allotments 
and  use  areas  grazed  yearlong. 
If  the  Proposed  Plan  is 
implemented  61  percent  of  the  RMP 
area  that  was  previously  grazed 
yearlong  would  be  managed 
intensively  as  Improve  category 
allotments.  This  change  in 
management  would  cause  the 
following  changes  in  riparian 
habitat.  Some  75  acres  of 
streambank  riparian  habitat  will 
improve  or  remain  the  same  due  to 
the  construction  of  protective 
fencing  and  periodic  no  grazing 
periods  on  about  50  acres.  An 
estimated  540  acres  of 


meadow  riparian  habitat  would 
improve  in  condition,  and  5,470 
acres  would  be  maintained  in 
their  present  condition.  About 
35  acres  of  spring  riparian  would 
improve,  and  25  acres  would  re- 
main protected. 

22-7  See  response  1-3. 

22-8  The  land  ownership  patterns  in 
the  areas  of  Goldpoint  and 
Rhyolite  were  examined  during  the 
planning  process.  As  a result, 
several  alternatives  were  de- 
veloped and  analyzed  in  the 
RMP/EIS.  The  Proposed  Plan  iden- 
tifies a pool  of  land  from  which 
disposal  may  take  place  if  a need 
arises  in  these  areas.  This 
would  lead  to  a blocked- ownership 
pattern  and  enhance  management  of 
the  area. 

27-1  The  RMP/EIS  was  written  utilizing 
the  ecological  condition  class 
ratings  so  that  impacts  of  each 
alternative  could  be  analyzed 
with  respect  to  vegetation  con- 
dition. Once  the  overall  impact 
to  the  range  resource  was  de- 
termined each  specialist  analyzed 
how  that  impact  would  affect  the 
wildlife,  wild  horse  and  burro, 
or  livestock  resource.  This 
determination  was  made  based  on 
the  potential  vegetation  as  it 
pertained  to  soil  type  and  de- 
sireable  forage  conditions  for 
each  herbivore.  For  range  sites 
described  in  this  planning  area, 
it  is  expected  that  forage 
species  preferred  by  livestock, 
wild  horses  and  burros,  elk  and 
bighorn  sheep  would  increase  in 
the  plant  communities  as  each 
serai  stage  progressed  to  its 
potential.  However,  due  to  the 
lack  of  representation  of  good 
deer  forage  species  in  most  of 
the  range  site  descriptions  in 
the  planning  area  a change  in 
serai  stage  is  expected  to  have 
little  effect  on  mule  deer  forage 
conditions . 
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Changes  in  the  amount  of  avail- 
able forage  for  each  herbivore 
due  to  long  term  changes  in  serai 
stage  were  analyzed  using  the 
scheme  described  in  Appendix  G, 
p.  177  of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
These  impacts  were  addressed  in 
Chapter  4 ot  the  draft  RMP/EIS 
with  a general  adverse  or 

positive  statement  if  the  change 
in  AUMs  was  small  or  as  a 
projected  change  in  the  number  of 
animals  if  the  change  was 

measurable  as  on  p.  118  paragraph 
3 of  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  A 

complete  table  of  forage  ratings 
for  each  serai  stage  was  not 
provided  because  these  ratings 
have  not  been  developed.  The 
"Wildlife”  section  of  Chapter  4 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  describes 
impacts  relating  to  changes  based 
on  alternative  management 

actions,  and  does  not  relate 
specifically  to  condition  rating 
in  most  cases. 

27-2  As  was  pointed  out  in  the 
RMP/EIS,  areas  of  competition 
exist.  Water  was  identified  as 
the  most  crucial.  In  an  attempt 
to  alleviate  some  of  the  com- 
petition, waters  were  proposed 
for  fencing  and  guzzlers  are  to 
be  installed  specifically  for 
sheep.  Using  monitoring  to  iden- 
tify specific  problems  and  im- 
plementing management  actions  as 
described  in  the  document,  op- 
portunity for  bighorn  sheep  pop- 
ulation and  habitat  expansion 
without  a total  wild  horse  and 
burro  removal  or  significant 
reduction  in  livestock  is  a very 
real  possibility. 

27-3  The  RMP/EIS  recognized  that  big- 
horn sheep  are  state  listed  as 
"sensitive  species"  and  that  they 
currently  inhabit  specific 
areas.  However,  wild  horse  and 


burro  range  as  well  as  livestock 
grazing  are  also  recognized  users 
of  the  public  lands . As  analyzed 
in  the  document,  competition  does 
exist  between  wildlife  and  other 
uses  in  some  areas.  Management 
actions  designed  to  alleviate 
these  conflicts  have  been 

proposed  under  the  Proposed 
Plan.  In  addition,  studies  will 
be  established  to  further  monitor 
conflicts.  Objectives  of  the 
Proposed  Plan  specifically  state 
that  we  will  continue  to  strive 
toward  reasonable  numbers  of 

bighorn  sheep  in  existing  ranges 
and  that  reintroduction  of 
bighorn  sheep  into  historic  and 
potential  ranges  will  occur  as 
funding  permits. 

27-4  See  response  22-5 

27-5  The  Specter  Range,  a potential 
bighorn  habitat,  is  not  in  a BLM 
grazing  allotment.  The  Specter 

Range  was  not  included  in  Table 
3-6  on  page  53  of  the  draft  RMP 
because  it  was  of  such  low 
priority  for  introduction  and 
project  development  that  no 
reasonable  numbers  were 

identified  for  the  range.  Based 
on  this  information,  the 
introduction  of  bighorn  sheep 
into  the  Specter  Range  was  not 
within  the  life  of  this  plan. 

27-6  There  are  many  speculative  reas- 
ons why  there  are  no  bighorn 
sheep  present  in  the  historical 
areas  adjacent  to  presently  oc- 
cupied portions  of  the  Monte 
Cristo,  Lone  Mountain,  and  Silver 
Peak  ranges.  They  include: 
poaching  and  unregulated  hunting 
following  the  immigration  of 
white  men  to  Nevada;  overgrazing 
by  domestic  sheep  and  cattle; 
introduction  of  new  diseases  from 
the  domestic  sheep  to  the  big- 
horn; and,  intensive  mining  ac- 
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tivities  between  1859  and  1930 
which  often  eliminated  bighorn 
use  of  many  historic  bighorn 
waters.  The  intention  of  this 
RMP  is  not  to  dwell  on  specu- 
lative reasons  why  historical 
ranges  are  not  occupied  by  big- 
horn sheep  but  to  reintroduce 
bighorn  sheep  into  historical 
ranges  and  work  towards  NDOW 
reasonable  numbers  for  each  range. 

30-1  The  Proposed  Plan,  is  for  the 
most  part,  in  agreement  with  your 
concerns.  This  plan  proposes  the 
closure  of  the  Ash  Meadows  al- 
lotment to  protect  60  acres  of 
rare  plant  critical  habitat  and 
18  acres  of  aquatic  habitat  from 
domestic  livestock  grazing.  Also 
680  acres  of  the  critical  habitat 
of  rare  plants  will  be  protected 
from  domestic  livestock  grazing 
in  the  Carson  Slough  and 
Grapevine-Rock  Valley  allot- 
ments. This  will  be  accomplished 
through  a Section  7 consultation 
with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USFWS)  when  and  if  an 
application  for  use  on  either  of 
these  allotments  is  made.  The 
USFWS  will  then  make  a determin- 
ation whether  authorization  can 
be  made  without  detriment  to  the 
rare  plants.  The  impact  domestic 
livestock  grazing  might  have  on 
the  estimated  87  acres  of  aquatic 
habitat  within  these  two  allot- 
ments would  also  be  considered  by 
the  USFWS  during  this  con- 
sultation. 

Further,  the  removal  of  all  the 
feral  horses  in  the  Ash  Meadows 
area  is  scheduled  to  occur  in 
1985.  This  removal  program  is 
fourth  on  the  Bureau's  Nevada 
removal  priority  list  for  1985. 


30-2  The  Ash  Meadows  Area,  specific- 
ally BLM  administrated  lands,  is 
considered  to  be  adequately  man- 
aged for  proposed  and/or  listed 
threatened  and/or  endangered 
species.  A Habitat  Management 
Plan  has  been  partially  imple- 
mented and  will  continue  to  be 
implemented  and  modified  to  in- 
clude new  data  pertaining  to 
threatened  or  endangered  spec- 
ies. In  addition,  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  is  in  the 
process  of  creating  a wildlife 
refuge  in  Ash  Meadows.  Imple- 
mentation of  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  Land 
Protection  Plan  for  Ash  Meadows 
would  protect  these  species .Also , 
the  Big  Dune  area  is  considered 
to  be  adequately  managed  for  the 
Giuliani's  Dune  Scarab  Beetle.  A 
Conservation  Agreement  (CA)  has 
been  initiated  between  USFWS  and 
the  BLM  for  the  purpose  of  aiding 
in  the  conservation  of  the  dune 
beetle.  One  of  the  actions  of 
the  GA  will  be  the  preparation  of 
an  HMP . 

30-3  Please  refer  to  the  response  to 
comment  30-1  related  to  the  Car- 
son  Slough  allotment.  Actions  of 
the  Proposed  Plan  provide  for  the 
protection  of  riparian  systems 
within  the  restraint  of 
reasonable  funding  projections. 
Though  all  riparian  systems  out- 
side of  Ash  Meadows,  especially 
those  associated  with  individual 
spring  sources  cannot  be  pro- 
tected, the  Proposed  Plan 
includes  actions  which  target 
riparian  habitat  which  are  or  may 
be  experiencing  over  use.  Due  to 
the  implementation  of  the  Pro- 
posed Plan,  approximately  5,503 
acres,  83  percent  of  the  total 
6,660  acres  of  riparian  habitat 
in  the  planning  area,  would 
benefit  from  management 
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prescriptions  and/or  facilities 
identified  in  the  proposed  plan. 
The  remaining  riparian  habitat 
will  be  enhanced  as  funding  be- 
comes available. 

We  have  no  knowledge  of  any  of- 
ficially recognized  endangered 
species  in  the  planning  area 
outside  of  Ash  Meadows. 

30-4  See  response  12-6. 

30-3  Please  refer  to  response  30-1 
regarding  grazing  in  Ash  Meadows. 

At  this  time,  the  Bureau  does  not 
have  the  resources  available  to 
search  for  potential  habitats  of 
sensitive  plant  species.  How- 
ever, your  work  through  the 
Nevada  Natural  Heritage  Program 
will  be  appreciated  and  used  to 
update  the  data  base  for  this 
planning  area. 

34-1  See  response  30-2.  As  pointed 
out  on  page  15,  five  acres  of 
critical  habitat  in  the  Big  Dune 
Area  are  closed  to  ORVs.  In 
addition,  126  acres  of  habitat 
are  closed  to  competitive 
events.  This  management  action 
is  in  accordance  with  a Conserv- 
ation Agreement  between  BLM  and 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
addressing  the  Giuliani’s  Dune 
Scarab  Beetle. 

The  designation  of  potential  ACEC 
areas  were  not  analyzed  in  the 
document  since  current  management 
options  now  available  to  the  BLM 
are  adequate  for  the  protection 
of  any  special  resources  found  in 
the  RMP  area. 

36-1  The  statement  you  cite  in  par- 
agraph two  of  your  letter  of 
February  14,  1985  which  Indicates 
no  comments  were  received  from 
"stakeholder  groups  which  are 


advocates  of  wilderness"  is  in 
error.  Your  participation  was  as 
you  indicated  in  your  letter  of 
February  14.  Your  concerns  as 
expressed  in  those  letters  were 
considered,  along  with  other 
public  input,  in  the  development 
of  the  wilderness  recommenda- 
tions. An  errata  sheet  deletes 
the  cited  paragraph  on  page  76  of 
the  draft  document. 

36-2  See  responses  30-2  and  34-1. 

36-3  Guidelines  identified  in  Chapter 
2 consist  of  current  management 
practices  expected  to  continue, 
standard  operating  procedures, 
implementation  guidelines  and 
regulations  and  policies  per- 
taining to  public  land  manage- 
ment. These  guidelines  were  in 
effect  prior  to  the  development 
of  the  RMP  and  pertain  to  both 
issue  and  nonissue  resources. 
Issue  selection  for  the  RMP  was 
not  based  on  the  guidelines.  As 
with  all  planning  efforts  and 
environmental  studies,  a point  in 
time  must  be  selected  at  which 
all  data  and  analysis  processes 
will  remain  constant.  The  BLM 
has  assumed  for  analysis  purposes 
that  the  guidelines  identified  in 
Chapter  2 would  remain  constant. 
Guidelines  are  based  on  policy 
and  regulation  and  may  change  in 
the  future.  Any  such  change 
would  result  in  an  evaluation  of 
management  decisions  for  con- 
sistency with  new  guidelines  and 
may  result  in  a plan  amendment, 
if  necessary. 

36-4  "Special  stipulations"  in  this 
case  means  those  stipulations  or 
mitigations  which  would  be  in 
addition  to  the  standard  lease 
terms  or  stipulations  attached  to 
all  oil  and  gas  or  geothermal 
leases  issued  by  the  BLM. 
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36-5  Some  details  regarding  existing 
monitoring  studies  are  given  on 
pages  44-46  of  the  draft 
RMP/EIS.  Specifically,  seven  key 
areas  in  the  Monte  Cristo  al- 
lotment are  monitored  with  14 
utilization  plots  (key  forage 
species  method),  12  photo  trend 
plots  and  10  quadrat  frequency 
trend  plots.  Utilization  data 
has  been  collected  for  1981, 
1982,  and  1983.  Trend  studies 
are  to  be  reread  at  a future 
date;  therefore,  the  information 
to  judge  trend  from  these  studies 
is  not  available  at  this  time. 
The  apparent  trend  data  collected 
for  the  EIS  was  used  for  the 
trend  analysis  in  the  EIS. 

Eight  key  areas  in  the  Magruder 
Mtn.  allotment  have  been  mon- 
itored for  utilization  for  some 
part  of  the  period  from  1973 
through  1981.  Data  from  7 photo 
trend  plots  had  been  collected 
for  4 years  within  this  same  time 
period.  This  cover  trend  data 
was  used  to  modify  the  apparent 
trend  data  collected  for  the  EIS 
analysis . 

The  utilization  data  from  both 
allotments  were  used  to  identify 
management  problems  which  appear 
in  Appendix  C,  "Allotment 
Resource  Conflicts  and  Opportun- 
ities" of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

All  the  existing  data  referred  to 
is  summarized  in  the 

Esmeralda-So.  Nye  MSA  document 
which  is  available  for  review  in 
the  Las  Vegas  District  Office. 

36-6  Riparian  areas  would  be  main- 
tained or  improved  by  the  im- 
plementation of  several  man- 
agement prescriptions  listed  on 
pages  11  and  12.  Those  include: 


1.  Intensive  management  of  six 
"Improve"  category  allotments. 
This  would  include  development  of 
allotment  management  plans  and 
the  construction  and  implement- 
ation of  associated  range 
development  projects. 

2.  Development  and  implementation 
of  herd  management  area  plans 
(HMAPs)  in  wild  horse  and  burro 
herd  use  areas  and  associated 
projects. 

3.  Development  and  implement- 
ation of  habitat  management  plans 
(HMPs)  and  associated  projects. 

4.  Modification  of  the  Ash  Mead- 
ows HMP  using  new  data  pertaining 
to  sensitive,  threatened  or  en- 
dangered species. 

5.  Implementation  of  special 

management  treatments  and/or 

facilities  along  4.8  miles  of 

streams  to  improve  aquatic  and 
riparian  habitat  condition. 

36-7  The  objectives  of  Alternative  A 
call  for  some  wilderness,  "rec- 
ommending only  those  areas  with 
the  highest  wilderness  values  as 
suitable..."  The  area  of  highest 
wilderness  values  was  also  the 

only  area  to  meet  the  objectives 
of  the  draft  Preferred  Al- 
ternative, "those  wilderness 

study  areas  where  the  values  of 
wilderness  designation  are 
capable  of  balancing  the  other 
resource  uses..." 

36-8  Please  see  response  12-4. 

36-9  Please  see  response  22-6. 
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36-10  Please  see  responses  12-5  and 
12-6.  Again  all  land  disposal 
actions  are  discretionary  and 
require  a land  report/  envir- 
onmental assessment.  This  pro- 
cess would  identify  cultural 
resource  sites  found  and  provide 
for  mitigation  and/or  avoidance 
of  possible  adverse  impacts. 

36-11  As  a result  of  the  1973  Federal 
court  suit,  the  Bureau  has  been 
directed  to  write  an  EIS  an- 
alyzing the  potential  impacts  of 
alternative  grazing  programs. 
In  addition,  a schedule  was  es- 
tablished for  the  completion  of 
this  court-ordered  mandate. 
This  EIS  requirement  was  in- 
tegrated with  the  RMP  and  sat- 
isfies this  requirement.  To 
meet  the  established  schedule 
the  RMP  process  for  the 
Esmeralda-So . Nye  Planning  Area 
must  be  completed  in  fiscal  year 
86.  Therefore,  the  RMP  was 
initiated  in  1983  and  used  the 
best  available  information  as 
required  by  the  CEQ  reg- 
ulations . BLM  policy  requires 
that  monitoring  be  initiated  to 
provide  reliable  data  on  which 
to  base  range  management  de- 
cisions. This  information  along 
with  that  used  in  the  RMP  will 
be  used  to  make  specific  range 
management  decisions. 

The  data  base  utilized  in  the 
RMP  is  useful  in  identifying  a 
starting  point  from  which  future 
realistic  objectives  can  be 
selected  that  are  within  the 
potential  of  those  sites. 
However,  range  condition  as 
discussed  in  the  Esmeralda-So. 
Nye  RMP  was  not  intended  nor  can 
it  be  used  to  determine  grazing 
capacity.  While  ecological 
condition  is  derived  from  the 
relative  percentage  of  the 


species  composition  by  weight  in 
a community  (annual  production 
of  each  specific  plant  species) 
it  does  not  consider  dietary 
preferences  of  the  various 
consuming  animals;  period  of 
consumption,  forage  requirements 
of  the  animals  or  the  amount  and 
timing  of  the  animals  or  the 

amount  and  timing  of  annual 
precipitation.  All  of  these 
variables  must  be  considered  and 
factored  in  to  convert 

vegetation  production  of  various 
species  to  grazing  capacities. 

50-1  Please  see  response  19-3. 

50-2  During  the  development  of  the 
RMP/EIS  the  best  information 
available  was  used  as  the  base- 
line data  in  the  analysis. 

Although  not  complete,  the  Bur- 
eau felt  it  was  adequate  for  the 
analysis.  Management  pre- 

scriptions identified  in  the 
Proposed  Plan  will  continue 

existing  rangeland  monitoring 
studies  and  establish  new  stud- 
ies as  recommended  by  the  1981 
Nevada  Range  Monitoring  Pro- 
cedures. The  monitoring  stud- 
ies will  determine  if  management 
objectives  are  being  reached  and 
what  adjustments  in  livestock 
use,  wild  horse  and  burro  num- 
bers and  wildlife  reasonable 
numbers  are  necessary. 

50-3  Wilderness  study  policy  and 
planning  criteria  state  that, 
"The  BLM  will  recommend  for 
wilderness  designation  only 
those  areas  for  which  it  has 
been  determined,  through  the 
Bureau’s  multiple  resource  plan- 
ning process  and  public  involve- 
ment, that  wilderness  is  the 
most  appropriate  use  of  the  land 
and  its  resources."  In  ad- 
dition, it  further  states  that 
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wilderness  values  must  be  suf- 
ficient to  outweigh  other  re- 
source value  foregone  due  to 
designation.  In  the  Proposed 
Plan  none  of  the  WSAs  were  de- 
termined to  have  wilderness 

values  significantly  high  enough 
to  outweigh  mineral  values. 

Through  resource  management 
planning  the  highest  and  best 
use  for  public  land  is  ident- 
ified. There  is  no  requirement 
to  balance  one  use  against  an- 
other (e.g.,  one  acre  wilderness 
for  every  one  acre  of  utility 
corridor  or  land  disposal). 

Planning  tries  to  meet  the  de- 
mands placed  on  public  land 

while  avoiding  or  reducing  con- 
flict with  other  uses  or  re- 
sources to  a minimum. 

50-4  Pigeon  Spring  and  Resting 
Springs  WSAs  were  not  studied 
along  with  the  larger  California 
Desert  Conservation  Area  (CDCA) 
units  they  are  contiguous  to 
because  of  conflicting  time 
frames.  California  completed 
the  CDCA  wilderness  inventory  in 
1979.  The  wilderness  study 
phase  was  completed  in 
September,  1980  with  publication 
of  the  final  EIS  and  wilderness 
suitability  recommendations. 

Nevada  did  not  finish  the 
inventory  stage  which  designated 
these  areas  as  WSAs  until  two 
months  later  in  November,  1980. 

50-5  Please  see  response  50-4. 

50-6  The  criterion  used  to  select  the 
Preferred  Alternative  for  the 
Grapevine  Mountains  WSA  was  the 
presence  of  a moderate  potential 
for  metallic  minerals  in  ap- 
proximately one-third  of  the 
mountainous  portion  of  the  WSA. 
Wilderness  values  were  not  high 
enough  to  outweigh  mineral 
potential. 


50-7  Mineral  potential  was  developed 
using  the  Geology-Energy-Mineral 
report  (GEM)  developed  for  the 
area  in  addition  to  a geo- 
chemical report  completed  by  the 
Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines  and  pro- 
fessional judgement. 

50-8  No  claims  have  been  validated. 

50-9  The  criterion  used  to  select  the 
Preferred  Alternative  for  the 
Queer  Mountain  WSA  was  the  pres- 
ence of  a moderate  potential  for 
metallic  minerals  in  the  north- 
west, northeast  and  southeast 
portions  of  the  WSA.  Wilderness 
values  were  not  high  enough  to 
ourweigh  mineral  potential. 

50-10  Wilderness  values  found  within 

the  WSA  are  not  high  enough  to 
outweigh  the  moderate  and  high 
potential  for  metallic  minerals 
found  within  the  WSA. 

50- 11  Wilderness  designation  is  ben- 

eficial to  bighorn  sheep  but  not 
necessary  for  their  existence. 
Wilderness  designation  makes  it 
easier  to  protect  bighorn  hab- 

itat from  degradation,  es- 
pecially from  mining  development 
which  creates  new  access  into 
bighorn  habitat  and  may  elim- 
inate the  bighorn' s use  of  per- 
manent bighorn  waters.  This 
factor  was  emphasized  in  the 
Silver  Peak  Range  WSA  because  of 
current  bighorn  populations. 

51- 1  This  sentence  was  in  error  and 

has  been  removed.  Please  see 
errata. 

51-2  Please  see  response  9-1. 

51-3  Please  see  response  9-3. 

51-4  Data  reported  for  mineral  pro- 
duction and  employment  and  in- 
come provided  by  the  mining  in- 
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dustry  in  Esmeralda  County  were 
consistant  with  the  latest  data 
for  all  industries  available  to 
us  at  the  time  the  analysis  was 
developed.  The  base  year  for 
analysis  was  1981.  It  was  nec- 
essary to  maintain  as  much  con- 
sistancy  as  possible  in  the  data 
reported  for  all  industries, 

relative  to  the  base  year,  for 
the  purposes  of  comparison. 

Wide  swings  in  production  ac- 
tivity, income,  and  employment 
from  year  to  year,  are  char- 
acteristic of  the  mining  in- 

dustry in  Nevada  with  its  de- 
pendence upon  market  demands 
that  may  be  regional,  national 
or  international.  A restrained 
approach  to  analysis  precludes 
the  arbitrary  selection  of  a 
particular  year  for  one  industry 
in  favor  of  a data  base  that 
provides  for  an  integrated  an- 
alysis of  the  structure  of  the 
economy. 

51-5  The  major  problem  underlying 
economic  evaluation  of  minerals 
is  the  great  uncertainty  re- 
garding the  existance  of  mineral 
deposits  in  sufficient  quantity 
and  quality  to  be  commercially 
feasible.  At  present,  mineral 
potential  is  undetermined.  In 
addition,  long-range  mineral 
resource  evaluation  and  market 
demand  estimates  are,  at  best, 
speculative. 

Because  there  is  presently  no 
mining  activity  within  the  WSA 
the  formal  designation  of  this 
area  would  have  no  significant 
impact  upon  the  area  economy. 
However,  the  possibility  of 
foregoing  an  opportunity  for 
future  mineral  development  has 
been  recognized  and  any  areas 
recommended  for  designation  as 
wilderness  will  have  intensive 


mineral  inventories  conducted  by 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines/U.S.  Geo- 
logical Survey. 

51-6  Presence  or  absence  of  mining 

claims  was  never  a factor  in  the 
determination  of  mineral  poten- 
tial in  this  document.  This 
statement  dealt  with  the  manage- 
ability of  the  area  as  wil- 
derness. Presence  of  mining 
claims  could  in  the  future 

present  a management  problem  if 
they  were  proven  valid  and  de- 
veloped . 

51-7  The  BLM  inventoried  the  land  in 
the  Esmeralda-Southern  Nye  Plan- 
ning Area  in  1979  and  published 
the  findings  and  proposed  de- 
cisions for  designating  wil- 
derness study  areas  in  April 
1980.  The  inventory  proposal 
for  Silver  Peak  was  to  not 
identify  the  area  as  a 
wilderness  study  area  (WSA). 
After  considering  the  inventory 
information,  along  with  the 
comments  received  from  a 90  - 

day  public  comment  period,  the 
BLM’s  Nevada  State  Director 

decided  to  include  33,900  acres 
of  the  Silver  Peak  area  as  a 
WSA.  The  final  inventory 
decisions  were  mailed  to  those 
people  who  had  expressed 

interest  and  were  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  November 
7,  1980. 

The  State  Director’s  decision  on 
Silver  Peak,  along  with  22  other 
areas,  was  appealed  by  Mr. 
Walter  Benoit  to  the  Interior 
Board  of  Land  Appeals  (IBLA). 
On  March  1,  1982,  the  IBLA 

affirmed  the  State  Director’s 
decision  that  all  23  areas  were 
properly  designated  as  WSAs. 
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53-1 


The  criteria  used  in  the  selec- 
tion of  the  Preferred  Alter- 
native considered  the  mineral 
potential  of  the  WSAs  as  opposed 
to  wilderness  values.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  only 
recommended  areas  where  the 
values  of  wilderness  designation 
are  capable  of  balancing  the 
other  resource  values  and  uses 
which  would  be  foregone  due  to 
wilderness  designation. 

53-2  This  detailed  information  is 
documented  in  the  Wilderness 
Technical  Report  prepared  in 
conjunction  with  the  RMP/EIS  and 
available  by  request  at  the  Las 
Vegas  District  Office. 

53-3  Please  see  response  54-1. 

53-4  To  include  every  MOU  cited  in 
this  document  would  add  unneces- 
sarily to  its  length  and  add 
little  to  its  content.  However, 
a copy  of  the  MOU  is  available 
for  review  in  the  Las  Vegas 
District  Office. 

53-5  Since  Council  of  Environmental 
Quality  Regulations  (1502.15) 
state  that  only  enough  data  to 
understand  the  effects  of  the 
Alternatives  should  be  included 
in  the  description  of  the  exist- 
ing environment,  it  would  not  be 
appropriate  to  include  a map. 

Baseline  data  pertaining  to 
these  subjects  are  present  on 
pages  43,.'  44,  46,  48,  49,  and  51 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 
Management  actions  pertaining  to 
water  quality  are  listed  on 
RMP/EIS  pages  9,  20  and  21  of 

the  draft.  Also  see  response 
36-6. 


53-6  Mitigating  measures,  if  nec- 
essary, are  integrated  into 
"Management  Guidance  Common  to 
all  Alternatives"  found  in  Chap- 
ter 2 of  the  draft  and  are  not 
specifically  identified  as  mit- 
igating measures. 

53-7  As  stated  on  page  41  of  the 
draft  "Resources  or  uses  not 
appearing  in  this  chapter 
(Affected  Environment)  are  not 
expected  to  be  affected  by  any 
of  the  proposed  al- 

ternatives." Air  quality  falls 
into  this  category  and  was  not 
included  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

53-8  The  proposed  RMP  includes  a 
measure  for  vegetative  man- 
ipulation on  1195  acres  or  .03 
percent  of  the  RMP  area.  The 
method  for  this  manipulation  has 
not  been  determined  and  could 
include  burning  and/or  spray- 
ing. The  method  will  be  de- 
termined during  allotment  man- 
agement planning  only  if  the 
brush  control  proposal  is 
carried  through  to  that  stage. 
If  spraying  is  selected,  it  will 
be  analyzed  in  detail  through 
the  environmental  assessment 
process.  This  analysis  will 
include  type  of  herbicide, 
location,  acreage,  target 

species,  and  environmental 
impacts.  Herbicide  application 
will  conform  to  all  federal, 
state  and  local  regulations. 

As  a result  of  this  court  case 
the  BLM  will  perform  a worst 
case  analysis  prior  to  using 
herbicides  on  public  lands. 

60-1  Please  see  response  18-1. 
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